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ABSTRACT
This study determines significant relationships between teacher
conceptual systems, student conceptual systems, and student perceptions of
the classroom educational environment in selected elementary schools. Data
were obtained from 1, 180 fifth and sixth grade students and 52 teachers in
twelve Western Massachusetts elementary schools. Sinclair and Sadker's
Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES) was used to obtain student
perceptions of the classroom educational environment variables of Involvement,
Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Equity, and Resources. Teacher conceptual
systems were measured by teacher responses on Harvey’s ’’This I Believe"
Test (TIB). Each sampled teacher was identified with one of four conceptual
systems: I, II, III, or IV. Student conceptual systems were assessed through
student responses on Harvey and Prather's Student Self-Conception Test (SSCT).
Students were classified into one of four categories: Need for Structure,
Hostility, Sociability, or Independence.
The following hypotheses were generated by a theoretical approach
including a comprehensive review of existing research and a process of logical
deduction:
1. There will be significantly higher scores for
Involvement in the classroom educational
environment of System III and System IV
teachers than in the classroom educational
environment of System I teachers.
2. There will be significantly higher scores for
Autonomy in the classroom educational environ-
ment of System III and System IV teachers
than in the classroom educational environment
of System I teachers.
3. There will be a significantly higher number of
total positive responses across environmental
variables in the classrooms of System IV teachers
than in the classrooms of System I, System II,
and System III teachers.
4. There will be a significantly higher number of
total positive responses across environmental
variables by those students whose conceptual
systems are similar to their teacher's than by
those students whose conceptual systems are
dissimilar to their teacher's.
Analysis of variance procedures were used to test the four hypotheses.
The results confirmed the second and fourth hypotheses but did not support the
I
first and third. There were significantly higher scores for Autonomy in the
I
I classroom educational environment of System III (p. < 01) and System IV
IV
(p < . 05) teachers than in the classroom educational environment of System I
teachers. This finding led to the acceptance of the second hypothesis. In
addition, it was found that the scores for Autonomy across the classrooms of
System III teachers were also significantly higher than those of System II
(P ^ .01) and System IV (p < .05) teachers. The analysis of variance
between the environmental perceptions of the students similar to the teacher
in conceptual system and those dissimilar indicated that significant differences
(p < , 001) existed between the two groups for total positive responses on the
ESES, Based on this finding, the fourth hypothesis was accepted. Finally, a
comparison of the matched and mismatched groups of students revealed
significant differences for the variables of Involvement (p .001), Humanism
(P <1 .001), Morale (p .001), Equity (p <1.001), and Resources (p <1.01).
Findings led to the conclusion that a significant positive relationship
exists between System III teachers and Autonomy in the classroom environment
and that a significant negative relationship exists between System I teachers and
Autonomy. Also, it was concluded that a significant positive relationship exists
between teacher-student conceptual system similarity and positive student per-
ceptions of the classroom environment. Additionally, an overview of the
findings led to the tentative conclusion that the match or mismatch of students
and teacher is more important in determining student perceptions of the
environment than is the teacher conceptual system per se.
V
This study suggests that educators invested with responsibility for
training teachers and administrators should devote far more attention to class-
room environment and to the matching of teacher-student conceptual systems.
It is also important for schools to be characterized by more pluralistic environ-
ments in order to meet the diverse needs of individual learners. Finally, the
study suggests the need for research of a more experimental nature designed to
determine causal relationships between conceptual s}^stems and classroom
environment.
I
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
One of the most important tasks facing educators is the creation of
nurturing learning environments for all children. In elementary school class-
rooms throughout the country children continue to experience underachievement
and failure, while educators continue to ignore variations in the educational
environments that contribute to these conditions. Similarly, although there is
considerable evidence (Bloom, 1968; Cronbach, 1967; Gagne, 1967) that no
single educational environment provides optimal learning for all students, most
classrooms remain environmentally monolithic. Finally, in spite of the evidence
(Hunt, 1971; Harvey, 1970b) suggesting that educators should carefully match
students, teachers, and educational environments to foster student intellectual
growth and achievement, this matching is determined largely by chance in most
schools.
Much of the related research in the field is similarly mindless. As
Sinclair (1971, p, 4) indicates, while "theories of learning and behavior
acknowledge the influence of environment on the development of human char-
acteristics. . . there is no accordant attention given to identifying compelling
environmental variables that actually exist in schools. " Research on the class-
2room behavior of teachers and students has been greater in quantity than
environmental research, but has been limited by its focus on the traditional
monolithic classroom. The most recent edition of the authoritative Encyclopedia
of Educational Research (Ebel, 1969) fails to include any reference to the major
studies concerning the matching of students, teachers, and environments.
Nevertheless, a number of contemporary educators are inquiring into
these problems and beginning to suggest possible solutions. Sinclair (1968,
1971), Sadker (1971), Bender (1971), and McKay (1971) have provided valuable
data concerning variations in elementary school educational environments.
Bloom (1968), Cronbach (1967), and Gagne (1967), have focused their research
and development efforts on educational programs designed to meet the different
needs of individual children within the same classroom. Hunt and his associates
(1971), focusing on the relationship between teacher conceptual systems, student
conceptual systems, and classroom environments, have worked to develop
multiple environments for learning within the same school, and in training
teachers to develop the skills needed to radiate a wide variety of environments.
A comprehensive approach to the problem has been suggested by Joyce
(1972), The great challenge of the future, according to Joyce (p. 170) is to
"develop entirely new modes of education, designed to help people create new
solutions to problems, and to define problems that were not perceived before
at all. " To meet this challenge, he calls for (pp. 186-187) the creation of
pluralistic schools and classrooms and for the creation of "an array of
3environments, each serving students in a particular kind of way, ”
In summary, the problem of underachievement and failure among
elementary school children is a major one. The separate studies of Sinclair,
Bloom, Hunt, and their associates represent significant efforts to solve the
problem. Finally, the approach to the problem suggested by Joyce represents
one viable alternative.
Thus, the present study begins with the assumption that in answering
the question ’’Education for what?” we must give major attention to developing
multi-faceted educational environments designed to meet the diverse needs of
individual learners. Further, this study assumes that in order to develop these
environments and to match students, teachers, and environments, requires
continued inquiry into the nature of classroom educational environments and
into the relationship between teacher characteristics, student characteristics,
and classroom educational environments. Finally, this study contributes to
understanding the relationships among these important dimensions of schooling
by providing some answers to the following questions:
1. What is the relationship between teacher conceptual
systems and student perceptions of the classroom
educational environment ?
2. What is the relationship between teacher conceptual
systems and teacher ability to radiate a wide variety
of educational environments ?
43. What is the relationship between teacher-student
conceptual system similarity or dissimilarity and
student perceptions of the classroom educational
environment ?
The purpose of this study is conceived in response to these questions.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine significant relationships
between teacher conceptual systems, student conceptual systems, and student
perceptions of the classroom educational environment in selected elementary
schools. The investigator measures the conceptual and environmental variables
and determines significant relationships between teacher conceptual systems
and designated features of classroom educational environment. Teacher and
student conceptual systems are investigated to discover significant relationships
between conceptual system similarity and student perceptions of educational
environment existing in classrooms. Finally, implications for teacher and
administrator training, school improvement, and further research are advanced.
Meaning of Major Variables
The three major variables measured in the present study are classroom
educational environment, teacher conceptual systems, and student conceptual
systems. The definitions of these major variables include a number of sub-
factors. The meanings of the variables are described below.
5Classroom Educational Environment ~~ Educational environment is
defined as "the conditions, forces, and external stimuli which exert an influence
on the individual. The environment is conceived to be a complex system of
situational determinants fostering the development of individual characteristics.
The determinants may be factors of social, physical, and intellectual signifi-
cance. " This conceptualization of environment, developed by Sinclair (1971,
p. 3), is based on an earlier assumption by Murray (1938) that behavior is a
function of a transactional relationship between the individual and his environ-
ment.
Building on this rationale, Sinclair (1968) defined and measured five
environmental variables that exist and differentiate among elementary schools;
practicality, community, awareness, propriety, and scholarship, and developed
the Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES) to measure the manifestations
of each variable in elementary schools. Sadlcer (1971), cooperating with
Sinclair in a study of educational environments as perceived by 6000 children
in fifty-four elementary schools, further refined the meaning of educational
environment to include six new factors: alienation, humanism, autonomy,
morale, opportunism, and resources.
The two negatively described factors, alienation and opportunism , have
been changed to involvement and equity in order to provide a positive thrust for
all factors. The environmental conditions and happenings included in the
definition are manifest in the following descriptions:
61
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Involvement
Environments whieh score high on this factor reflect
the presence of a student body which feels involved in
classroom activities. A sense of belonging is emphasized
in this environment, and this sense of belonging is
buttressed by a concern for students. Students demonstrate
their involvement by internalizing class objectives in
such areas as academic pursuits and obedience to class-
room rules and regulations. The atmosphere is con-
genial and there is a cohesiveness and a sense of together-
ness in this climate.
A low score on this factor demonstrates a feeling
of estrangement in the environment. This feeling of
alienation could in fact lead to destructive acts against
the classroom itself.
In conclusion, this factor encompasses environmental
characteristics such as cohesion, concern, and a sense
of involvement.
2,
Humanism
The items in this factor reflect a concern for the
value of the individual. It is a supportive climate and
is marked by courtesy.
In addition, this value placed on the individual is
carried over to his personal acts of expression,
specifically aesthetic expression. This climate
demonstrates a concern for creativity, and it is
supportive of poetry, music, painting, and theatre.
A classroom characterized by this atmosphere is
concerned with the integrity of the individual and a
concern for his cultural and aesthetic expression.
3.
Autonomy
A high score on this factor suggests an environment
which supports and encourages student independence.
This climate suggests student initiative as well as
autonomy. Emphasis on procedures and supervision
are minimized. Self-direction rather than obedience
to the rules of protocol is important. Individual
differences, both in opinion and academic interests,
are stressed. Another aspect of this environment is
that the lines of communication between learners and
teachers are open and candid.
This environment affords the student the opportunity
to share in the responsibility for his own learning.
4. Morale
The statements in this factor relate to student
attitudes towards the classroom, A high score on
this factor indicates a friendly and cheerful classroom
environment. This environment may be described as a
happy one in which learners and teachers have a warm
relationship.
A low score on this factor indicates a negative
student attitude towards the class and suggests poor
relations between learners and teachers as well as
disruptive student behavior.
The factor is concerned with student attitudes
toward the classroom, and the cooperating behavior
which relates to such attitudes.
5. Equity
The items in this factor reflect the degree of
equity versus opportunism in the environment. A high
score on this factor suggests a climate in which in-
dividuals are treated equally and do not gain socially or
academically through preferred treatment.
A low score on this factor suggests a climate in
which one gains social capital and academic status by
behaving in an appropriate manner with important and
powerful people. Informal political procedures and the
importance of personal relationships are emphasized.
8This environment seems to be categorized by an
absence of entrepreneurial behavior and political
maneuvering.
6. Resources
The items in this factor reflect the number of
optional learning opportunities available to and
initiated for the students. The emphasis here is on the
availability of in-class as well as extra-class resources.
Included in this category are such resources as written
materials, field trips, television, exhibits and music.
The availability or friendliness of the teacher as a
supporting service for learning is also included in this
dimension. Classrooms which score high on this factor
offer a wide variety of learning opportunities to learners.
(Sadker, 1971)
Conceptual Systems - Conceptual system is defined (Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroder, 1961, pp, 244-245) as a ’’schema that provides the basis by which
the individual relates to the environmental events he experiences. ” Amplifying
this. Hunt (1971, p. 18) indicates that, ”a system characterizes the organizational
structure through which a person processes information or ’reads’ events. It
is concerned with how information is processed not with the content of informa-
tion. Systems also have an important interpersonal component in that they
characterize the form of self-other relatedness or interpersonal orientation:
how the person conceptualizes himself, others, and the relationship between
himself and others. ”
The work of O. J. Harvey, a primary referent in this study, is derived
from the initial work of Harvey, Hunt and Schroder (1961), and has concentrated
on four conceptual systems. These systems, utilized in the present study, are
9defined by Harvey (1971) as:
System I
This system, the most concrete mode of construing
and responding to the world, is manifest in such character-
istics as: high absolutism and closedness of thought and
belief; high evaluativeness; high positive dependence on,
or cathexis with representatives of institutional authority;
high identification with social roles and status positions;
high conventionality; and high ethnocentrism or strong
beliefs in American superiority. Except in response to
guides from formal or institutional authority, System I
individuals appear to rely upon their own internal standards
to a greater extent than representatives of the other
systems, especially System III, It is thought, however,
that System I individuals, more than representatives of
the other systems (particularly System IV), maintain their
measure of independence from non-authority cues through
conceptual closedness and contrast, which tend to prevent
potentially conflicting inputs from entering their con-
ceptual or interpetative matrix.
System II
This system, immediately above System I in abstract-
ness, is manifest in individuals who are distrustful of
authority cues but at the same time are devoid of any
other reliable and stable guidelines. They, more than
persons of any of the other systems, seem to be in a
psychological vacuum, guided more by distrust of and
rebellion against the formal norms of society and against
the perceived social pressures than by positive adherence
to personally-derived standards. Though representatives
of this system tend to display negative valence toward the
same referents that are of positive relevance to System I
individuals, it is important to note that both use these
same external sources as points of reference.
System III
This system, the next to highest in level of abstract-
ness, is manifest in individuals with generally inflated
notions of themselves as causal agents in effecting desired
10
outcomes in their worlds. While attributing greater
causality to themselves than do invididuals from Systems
I and II, the representatives of System III, because of
restricted experience in solving their own problems,
develop at the same time a more generalized dependency
upon others than do persons from any of the other systems.
With the exception of the conformity of System I individuals
to authority-related cues. System III representatives are
thought to be the most acquiescent to conflicting opinions
from the generalized "other,” They appear to need
constant feedback from significant people in their environ-
ment in order to regulate their behavior and attain the
acceptance and mutual dependency they need. This kind
of unthinking social accommodation and the seeking of a
large number of friendships are two of the techniques
used by the System III individual to avoid having to rely
upon his own resources in the solution of problems in
his everyday world.
System IV
This system, the more abstract end of the continuum,
is manifest in individuals who have highly differentiated
and integrated conceptual systems and, consequently, are
more information and task oriented, more relative in
thought and action, more open and sensitive to minimal
cues in the environment, but at the same time more
reliant upon their own opinions and perceptions as valid
criteria for decision and action than are persons of the
other systems. Faced with new or deviant inputs.
System IV individuals appear more capable of admitting
the impingements into their cognitive matrix, of examining
and entertaining them, and of accepting or rejecting them
in terms of consonance with their own standards than
persons from other systems. Such individuals, therefore,
are neither indiscriminate yielders to, nor invariant
rebels against the prescriptions and suggestions perceived
as coming from authority. They display a low need for
structure, relatively high tolerance for ambiguity, an
ability to differentiate between means and ends, an ability
to articulate several ways of attaining the same goal, a
capacity to "act as if, " a high ability to change set and a
tendency to avoid stereotype in solving problems.
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Based on these constructs, Harvey has developed the "This I Believe"
Test (TIB) which is designed to measure the individual's conceptual systems.
In addition, Harvey and his associates (Harvey, 1970b) have developed a Student
Self- Conception Test which is designed for the same purpose and have obtained
four factors which appear to be the behavioral correlates of the four major
conceptual systems. These tests are described in detail in Chapter III.
Significance of the Study
The present study is significant in its attempt to fill the gaps left by
earlier research, in its building upon the foundations provided by recent research,
and in its implications for teacher and administrator training, school improvement
and for further research.
First, there is considerable evidence to show the impact of early environ-
ment on the development of human characteristics, yet, as Sinclair (1971) has
indicated, little attention has been given to the identification of environmental
variables that actually exist in schools. The minimal references to classroom
environment in the most recent edition of the Encyclopedia of Educational
Research (Ebel, 1969) lends further support to Sinclair’s assertion. Similarly,
although the individual's perception of his environment strongly influences his
behavior, most assessments of educational environments have not utilized
student perceptions.
The present study uses the theoretical framework provided by the work
of Henry Murray (1938), and the empirical research of Bloom (1964), Woli
I12
(1963), Dave (1963), Pace (1963), Sinclair (1968), and others as a basis for
measuring elementary school classroom environments as perceived by children.
Thus, it provides further information concerning the environmental variables
that exist in classrooms and further information regarding student perceptions
of the classroom. This is significant for a number of reasons. First, because
of the importance of early environment in the development of human character-
istics. Second, because schools should be primarily for children and, thus,
we need to know how the child views the environment provided for him. Third,
because student perceptions of the environment play a major role in determining
their behavior. Finally, because of the relatively few studies that have been
done using student perceptions of the classroom environment.
Second, Getzels and Jackson (1963) pointed out three specific limitations
of earlier studies concerning teacher personality: the failure to extend the
examination of teacher cognitive functioning beyond a measurement of intelli-
gence and verbal understanding, the absence of theoretical grounding for most
of the studies, and the tendency to rely on a single criterion of teacher effective-
ness. The work of Harvey (1966, 1968, 1970b), Hunt (1966, 1967, 1971), and
Joyce (1967, 1972) in recent years has begun to meet some of the needs defined
by Getzels and Jackson. The present study takes on significance by building
upon the work of Harvey, Hunt, and Joyce, and, in so doing, utilizing a
theoretical network, Conceptual Systems theory, to examine teacher personality.
Also, in focusing on teacher conceptual systems, it emphasizes cognitive
13
structure and content, not intelligence or verbal ability. In addition, by looking
at teacher abilities to radiate a wide variety of environments, it attempts to
overeome the single criterion limitation.
Equally important, the work of Hunt and Joyce has utilized a relatively
narrow definition of environment and has failed to employ the perceptions of
students. To create schools with a wide array of environments, there is a
need to have teachers who can help create environments that are not purely a
function of instructional form
.
Hunt and Joyce tend to equate environment with
instructional form
; the present study (see p. 4) uses a broader definition of
environment. To measure these environments we need the perceptions of the
learners who are most affected by them. Thus, the present study is significant
in utilizing student perceptions to measure a variety of environmental variables
which are not likely to be purely a function of instructional form.
Third, the work that has been done by Harvey (1970b), Himt (1971), and
Tuckman (1968), suggests that similarity and dissimilarity between teacher and
student conceptual systems may have a considerable influence on student per-
ceptions of the environment. This study is significant in building upon the work
of Harvey, Hunt, and Tuckman and, thus, adding to the available fund of know-
ledge concerning this relationship.
Fourth, classrooms are needed in which the diverse needs of individual
children are met. To reach this goal we need pluralistic schools and classrooms.
Research, however, often uses the monolithic school and the monolithic class-
14
room as the basic frames of reference and often assumes, contrary to fact,
that a single instructional system and single environment can provide optimal
learning for all students.
The present study is also important because it provides information that
will be helpful in building pluralistic schools and classrooms. More specifically,
it provides data concerning the relationship between teacher conceptual systems,
student conceptual systems, and classroom educational environment which can
be used in matching students, teachers, and environments and in teacher
selection, teacher training, and curriculum building for pluralistic schools.
Further significance of the present study lies in the instrumentation.
The Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES) has proven successful in
measuring student perceptions of elementary school environments and in
differentiating between schools. A successful adaptation of the instrument for
classroom use is significant in view of the general absence of effective instru-
ments for measuring student perceptions of the classroom educational environ-
ment. The "This I Believe" Test has proven useful in measuring teacher con-
ceptual systems and further use of the instrument in a different research design
should suggest possible additional applications. The Student Self-Conception
Test, although already utilized effectively by its developers (Harvey, 1970b),
is still essentially "unproven, " Further testing should help refine the instrument
and establish it as a practically useful one for teachers, administrators, and
researchers. The combination of these instruments provides a set oi package
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of assessment procedures which should prove valuable for educators in their
efforts to match students, teachers, and environments.
Finally, the present study is of value because it advances a number of
hypotheses concerning relationships between teacher conceptual systems, student
conceptual systems, and classroom environment which should prove useful as a
foundation for experimental research investigating the nature of cause and
effect relationships between the three variables.
Delimitations of the Study
The findings in the present study are considered to be of an exploratory
nature and are looked upon as data which will suggest further areas of experi-
mental research. The data should be treated with a level of confidence
commensurate with the design and its delimitations should be taken into con-
sideration. As Cuba (1961, p, 2) indicated:
You should be aware of the possible sources of
error to which your design exposes you. No one can
expect that you will in every situation produce a
perfect, errorless design. However, you can be
expected to be aware of the possible sources of error
and to do what you can to overcome them or to take
them into account in your interpretation. To demon-
strate this awareness, you should yourself point out
the sources of error, . .
Accepting Cuba's guidelines, the delimitations of the present study are presented
as follows:
1, Theoretical Delimitations - The review of the literature concerning
Conceptual Systems theory (see Chapter II) suggests its considerable value.
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At the same time, some cautions are in order.
The first delimitation of Conceptual Systems theory concerns the
developmental aspects. Kogan (1971, p. 278) notes that it is possible that we
have been given a theory of personality and cognition stated in developmental
terms ’’rather than a developmental theory in its own right. ” Similarly, Hunt
(1971, p. 36) indicates that, ’’the developmental rationale in the CL model is
only an assumption, with virtually no longtitudinal support; therefore, it should
be regarded as a helpful metaphor which may or may not be valid. ”
Second, it is still unclear whether the instruments developed by Harvey,
Hunt and Schroder measure the structural variable of integrative complexity
or primarily measure personal and social content (Kogan, p. 278). Thus, the
present study makes no claim that teachers’ cognitive structures are being
directly measured,
2, Instrumentation Delimitations - The ESES has not been used previously
for classroom measurement. Although the changes for the purpose of the
present study are minimal, and although some assessments of reliability and
validity are made, the limited sampling suggests that the findings should be
viewed with reservations until further studies are made.
The Student Self-Conception Test is relatively new and the data available
concerning its reliability and validity is minimal. Thus, the findings related to
that instrument must be seen as limited in generalizability.
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3. Cause-Effect Relationships - The present study does not determine
the nature of causality between the three major variables. Although the study
provides information which, in conjunction with the results of earlier studies,
increases the probability of predicting causality accurately, further experi-
mental studies will be necessary to help determine cause-effect relationships.
4. Generalizability - Generalization of the findings in the present study
are necessarily qualified by the following:
a) The schools selected for the sample are all public
institutions and no attempt is made to include private
schools in the sample.
b) The sample of classrooms is drawn solely from the
Western Massachusetts area.
Approach of the Study
The approach of the present study takes the following directions. First,
hypotheses are formulated through an examination of both theory and empirical
research which are relevant to the current investigation, and through a process
of logical deduction. These hypotheses are:
H^: There will be significantly higher scores for
Involvement in the classroom educational
environment of System III and System IV
teachers than in the classroom educational
environment of System I teachers.
II2: There will be significantly higher scores for
Autonomy in the classroom educational environ-
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ment of System III and System IV teachers
than in the classroom educational environment
of System I teachers,
H3: There will be a significantly higher number of
total positive responses across environmental
variables in the classrooms of System IV teachers
than in the classrooms of System I, System II,
and System III teachers.
There will be a significantly higher number of
total positive responses across environmental
variables by those students whose conceptual
systems are similar to their teacher's than by
those students whose conceptual systems are
dissimilar to their teacher's.
The sample of fifty-two teachers and 1180 students in their fifth and
sixth grade classes is then selected from elementary schools in Western
Massachusetts, School districts are identified through random sampling
procedures and individual schools within the districts are selected to provide
a sample representing diverse population clusters, settings, and demographic
conditions so that a characterization can be made of the larger elementary school
population. The instruments are administered in twelve elementary schools
providing variations in numbers of students, ethnic characteristics of students,
school size, per-pupil expenditure, and family socio-economic status.
Three instruments are employed: the Elementary School Environment
Survey (ESES), the "This I Believe" Test (TIB), and the Student Self- Conception
Test (SSCT). The ESES, administered to students, is a forty-two item survey
of conditions, behaviors, or feelings about the educational environment.
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Students are requested to respond by marking either True or False for each
statement. The present study utilizes the ESES, with minor changes designed
to adapt it for use in measuring classroom educational environments.
Reliability and validity of the instrument are estimated on the basis
of a review of earlier studies and the history of the development of the instru-
ment. In addition, reactions and comments of pupils regarding specific items
are examined and the items are systematically studied by the investigator to
determine if they represent characteristics of the defined environmental
variables. Further evidence concerning validity is sought through a factor
analysis of the items, while additional evidence concerning reliability is obtained
by collapsing data across classes and using Kuder-Richardson formula 20.
The "This I Believe" Test (TIB), administered to teachers, is a sentence
completion test which measures conceptual systems. The subject is required to
indicate his or her beliefs about a number of socially and personally relevant
concept referents by completing in two or three sentences the phrase "This I
believe about , " The blank is replaced successively by a
number of referents such as "religion, " "friendship, " and "the American way
of life. " Reliability tests of the instrument have produced high scores and the
test has been shown to have concurrent validity.
The Student Self- Conception Test (SSCT), administered to students, is
an objective test which measures student conceptual systems. The students are
asked to respond by marking True or False for each of the statements which
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describe how they may think, feel, or act while in class. Further evidence
concerning construct validity is sought through factor analysis procedures and
additional evidence concerning reliability is obtained through a generalized
split-half reliability test of each of the four variables.
The data from all three instruments are prepared for analysis. The first
two hypotheses are then tested by employing an F-test to determine if significant
differences exist between the classrooms of teachers with differing conceptual
systems for each of the environmental variables. Where significant differences
are discovered, the Neuman-Keuls procedure is then employed to determine the
s pecific differences, and an omega value squared (co ) procedure is employed ~
to determine the degree of association between the variables. The third hypothesis
is tested by using the same procedure to determine whether differences of
significant magnitude exist between teachers of differing conceptual systems
along the dimension of total positive responses on the ESES.
Scores from the SSCT and TIB are then analyzed to differentiate students
whose conceptual systems are similar to and different from their teacher’s.
The ESES scores of the two groups are compared, using an F-test. This helps
determine whether students who are similar to the teacher in conceptual system
perceive the classroom educational environment more positively than those
students who are dissimilar, thus testing the fourth hypothesis. Also, where
significant differences are discovered for specific environmental variables a
CO ^ procedure is used to determine the degree to which the differences are
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associated with the match or mismatch of student and teacher.
The following chapters will report the conduction of the present study.
Chapter II presents the theoretical and empirical foundations for the study and
describes the formulation of hypotheses. In Chapter III the research metho-
dology is described. The selection of the sample, the procedures for collecting
and reporting the data, and the instruments employed are presented in detail.
The final two chapters report, analyze, and interpret the findings, and outline
the conclusions and implications for teacher and administrator training, school
improvement, and further research.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS
The major purpose of this chapter is to review theoretical approaches
and empirical research which are relevant to the current investigation and to
generate hypotheses. Initially, the theoretical, empirical, and practical
referents for the study are presented. Hypotheses are then developed by
examining theoretical formulations and empirical findings that specifically
relate to the present study and by a process of logical deduction.
Review of the Literature
This section presents the referents for each of the major variables in
the present study: classroom educational environment, teacher conceptual
systems, and student conceptual systems,
I. Classroom Educational Environment
The nature-nurture dispute seems to be an eternal one, with fluctuation
in public attention to the issue seemingly determined by the periodic release of
major theoretical or empirical works on the subject. The issue has again
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become a compelling one through the publication of B. F. Skinner’s Beyond
Freedom and Dignity, with its strong emphasis on nurture, and Jacques Monod’s
Chance and Necessity
,
with its emphasis on genetic determinism. Still, there
has been little dispute that whatever man's genetic endowment and physiological
potential, the environment plays a significant role in shaping his behavior and in
determining what will be done with his potential. This role has been attested to
by a wide range of educators concerned with the environment, including Murray
(1938), Anastasi (1958), Pace (1963), Stern (1963), and Bloom (1964). Given the
large amount of time that children spend in the classroom, it seems logical to
assume that the classroom environment is an important factor in determining
the child's behavior and development.
Thus, the review of the literature examines the following referents for
the present study:
A. A theoretical referent supporting the use of perception
to measure environments.
B. An empirical referent concerning the effects of early
environment on human development.
C. An empirical referent determining the specific
environmental variables to be measured.
D. A practical referent (Schwab, 1970) giving meaning
to the importance of educational environment in the
process of schooling.
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A. Theoretical Referent. - This referent centers on the use of per-
ceptions to measure environment.
The theoretical approach to environment in the present study compliments
research which is based on the work of Henry Murray as originally set forth in
Explorations in Personality (1938). In constructing his theory of personality,
Murray identified two primary influences on human behavior, need and press
,
which combine to form a "dynamical structure. " Need, as defined by Murray
(pp. 115-122), refers to a hypothetical force within an individual which determines
his movements toward or away from stimulus situations. Press is essentially
the stimulus situation within the total environment to which the individual both
attends and reacts and is defined as an aspect of the total environment which
helps or hinders the goal-oriented behavior of the individual. Thus it may be
classified as either positive or negative, depending on the needs of the individual.
The same environment will, therefore, be perceived differently by
individuals with different needs. There is a close relationship between the
individual and his environment and the individual's behavior is determined by the
dynamic interaction between his unique needs and the environmental press.
The phenomenon of environmental press is classified by Murray into two
categories. Alpha press and Beta press. Alpha press is the press that actually
exists, as far as scientific inquiry can determine it. Beta press is defined as
the subject's own interpretation of the phenomenon that he perceives. The
significance of distinguishing between the two is that measurement of the Alpha
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press can produce a vastly different description of the environment than an
assessment of the Beta press. Thus, there can be a significant difference
between the analysis of the environment by an ’’outside" observer and the
participating individual’s perceptions of that environment.
The present study, based on Murray's work, uses the concept of Beta
press. Although it is undoubtedly true that Alpha press and Beta press each
have particular advantages, a number of factors contributed to the selection of
Beta press.
First, if it is assumed that our primary concern in education is, or
should be, the children, it is absurd to give their perceptions of the classroom
educational environment an^dhing less than major priority. Second, if a primary
goal is to help change student behavior, given the evidence that the individual’s
perceptions of his environment is a major determiner of his behavior (Murray,
1938), it is important that educators be cognizant of these perceptions. Finally,
there are relatively few assessments of the classroom environment which have
been made using Beta press. The most noted methods for measuring classroom
environments, those of Withall (1949), Flanders (1965), and Medley and Mitzel
(1958), use Alpha press. Most of the assessment of classrooms and schools by
accreditation groups and visiting consultants provides Alpha press feedback to
schools.
In summary, it would appear that there is considerable value in using
Beta press to assess the classroom environment, and that approach was there-
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fore chosen for the present study,
B, Empirical Referent: Early Environment
,
- This referent centers
on the effects of early environment on human development.
The work of Benjamin Bloom (1964) has made a major contribution to
our understanding of the relationship of early environments and the development
of children. As such, his work is one of the major referents for the present
study.
Bloom’s primary task was to identify degrees of stability and change in
the individual’s characteristics at different stages in his development. To define
stable characteristics he used three major theoretical criteria. First, according
to Bloom, stable characteristics are non-reversible. Once an increment of
development is added it will not be lost. Second, the greatest amount of
developmental change takes place in the early years, after which characteristics
stabilize. Finally, basic mechanisms and processes are more likely to be stable
than superficial aspects of the individual’s behavior.
Examining and interpreting the findings of a variety of longitudinal
studies, Bloom then attempted to identify critical stages in the development of
various characteristics and to determine the key factors which affected this
development, A number of his findings are particularly relevant to the present
study.
Bloom found that the results on general achievement, reading compre-
hension, and vocabulary development indicated that most of the general achieve-
27
merit pattern of the 18 year old had been developed by the age of 12 (p. 105).
Based on these and other findings, Bloom (p. 229) reported that the evidence
suggests that "early environment is likely to be the significant one for the
development of many of these characteristics, "
Equally important, Bloom (p. 187) reported that the environment
provides a network of forces and factors which surround and engulf the individual,
and he wrote:
Although some individuals may resist this network,
it will only be the extreme and rare individuals who can
completely avoid or escape from these forces. The
environment is a shaping and reinforcing force which
acts upon the individual.
Bloom (p. 223) concluded that much of the stability which he reported was
"really a reflection of environmental stability" and could be explained by the
constancy of the individual's environment over time.
Although Bloom's focus is on home environments and the total environ-
ment, many of the characteristics which he emphasizes, such as intelligence,
achievement, and personality, are major concerns of schools. In addition, his
findings concerning the importance of early environments in affecting human
development give additional impetus and importance to the investigation of
elementary school environments.
Bloom's work has received additional support in empirical research
concerning the effects of early environment on the individual characteristics
of intelligence and achievement. These two characteristics are chosen because
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they appear to be significant in children’s development and because they include
behaviors which are subject to modification in school. Affective behavior is
not considered because of the lack of evidence indicating that personality
characteristics stabilize during the elementary school years.
Separate studies by Hill and Grammatteo (1963) and by Shaw (1943) have
provided evidence that there is a correlation between socio-economic background
and achievement. Hill and Grammatteo investigated the relationship of socio-
economic status to vocabulary achievement, reading comprehension, arithmetic
skills, and problem solving. Using interviews to determine the socio-economic
status of the selected third graders, and administering a variety of achievement
tests, they found a significant positive correlation between high socio-economic
status and success in academic achievement.
Shaw’s study, focusing on a group of fourth through eighth grade students,
used the Stanford achievement test to obtain achievement data. His findings
showed a significant positive relationship between high income and achievement
scores and suggested a substantial relationship between socio-economic status
and achievement.
The powerful effect of the home environment on children’s achievement
has been notably supported by the findings of Newman, Freeman, and Holzinger
(1937). Studying pairs of identical twins who had been separated in early child-
hood, they rated a number of individual characteristics and rated environments
with respect to educational, social, physical and health eonditions. They found
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a high correlation (+.91) between educational environment and school achieve-
ment. Identifying relevant aspects of home conditions, they found a strong
correlation between environment and achievement.
The most comprehensive investigation of the influence of environment
on achievement was conducted by Dave (1963). After an extensive review of
existing research, he identified twenty-two environmental variables which
affected achievement. Using empirical procedures, including parental interviews,
and a variety of achievement tests, he found an overall correlation of +. 80 between
environmental variables and the achievement battery. L
Taken together, these selected environmental studies provide considerable
evidence of the positive relationship between environment and achievement.
There is a similar body of evidence showing a positive relationship between
environment and intelligence.
Newman, Freeman, and Hblzinger (1937), also found evidence to show
that environment is a major determiner of intelligence. In their examination of
the characteristics of twins raised in different environments, the researchers
found a significant positive correlation (+.79) of social, educational, physical
and health aspects of the environment with intelligence scores. Although these
findings have been accepted by many educators, they have been challenged by
the recent work of Arthur Jensen.
In his controversial article in the Harvard Educational Review (1969),
Jensen cited studies performed with adopted children, twins, and family members.
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and argued that heredity, not environment, is the chief determiner of intelligence.
Synthesizing the results of major studies on the subject, Jensen indicated that
from seventy to ninety per cent of intelligence is determined by heredity.
Jensen does see environment as playing some role, but believes that while
deprived environment may retard natural intellectual growth, an enriched
environment has little effect upon intellectual growth,
Benjamin Bloom (1969) responded critically to Jensen's article and cited
research which supports the proposition that environment is a major factor in
determing intelligence. His major evidence, drawn from studies of the Israeli
kibbutz, showed that in the enriched environment of the kibbutz, the average
I, Q. of Oriental Jews was increased by 30 points, thus matching the I. Q. of the
European Jews, Bloom (p, 421) went on to indicate that even if heredity was
important in influencing intelligence, the educator must be an environmentalist.
It is through environment that he must fashion the
educational process. If heredity imposes limits, so be
it. The educator must work with what is left, . . The
improvement of education and other environments is
really the only means available to a civilized society
for the improvement of the lot and fate of man.
Although there is disagreement concerning the relative importance of
the two factors, there is agreement among researchers that both heredity and
environment play a role in the development of intelligence. There is also agree-
ment that a deprived institutional environment can inhibit the growth of intelli-
gence as has been shown in studies by Wellman and Skeels (1938), Kirk (1958),
and Murphy (1968),
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One of the most comprehensive examinations of the relationship between
intelligence and environment was conducted by Wolf (1963). Using a detailed
review of past research as a basis, Wolf identified thirteen process variables
concerned with the environment which he believed to be related to intelligence.
To empirically test the effectiveness of these variables he gave I.Q. tests to
sixty fifth grade children and interviewed their mothers to gain information
concerning the thirteen environmental variables. The I. Q. scores and the
environment ratings had a significant positive relationship (+.76).
It is possible to conclude, therefore, that there is a relationship between
environment and intelligence and that, at the least, deprived environments seem
to retard the growth of intelligence. In broader terms, there is considerable
evidence that environment has an effect on the development of both intelligence
and achievement in human beings, and that the early years are most important
in this development. Thus, the examination of elementary school educational
environments appears to be a virtual necessity.
In the light of this, Sinclair (1968) developed his instrument for measuring
elementary school educational environments, building closely upon the work of
Wolf and Dave, and upon Pace's (1963) work in measuring college environments,
C, Empirical Referent: Specific Environmental Variables . - This
referent centers on the determination of the specific environmental variables to
be measured in the present study.
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In his study of the relationship between environment and intelligence,
Wolf (1963), as noted earlier, identified thirteen major environmental variables.
He divided these variables into three categories, and these categories and their
descriptions were adapted by Sinclair (1968, pp. 22-23), as follows:
1. Achievement motivation - The nature of the intellectual
expectations of the child and aspirations for the child con-
tribute to this press. Further, the amount of information
about a child's intellectual development, and the nature of
rewards for intellectual accomplishment play a part in this
dimension.
2. Language Development - This environmental antecedent
is characterized by opportunities that encourage the use of
language. The development of language is fostered by
attention to opportunities for increasing vocabulary and for
using verbal ability in a variety of situations. Also, the
emphasis on correctness of language usage and the quality
of language models available to the student contribute to
this variable.
3. General Learning - This environmental dimension is
best described as having an emphasis on providing
opportunities for learning in the school and outside the
school. The atmosphere encourages direct contact and
interaction with the surrounding world and with experiences
represented by books, periodicals, pictures, and other
such media. Not only are students encouraged to use
library facilities and learning supplies, but there is a
concentrated effort on having such things available.
Finally, this variable can be characterized by the nature
and amount of assistance provided to facilitate learning
in a variety of situations.
Similarly, Dave (1963), in his study of the relationship between environ-
ment and achievement, identified twenty-two environmental variables which he
classified into six categories. These categories were adapted by Sinclair (1968,
pp. 23-25) in the following manner:
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1. Achievement Press - Teacher aspirations for the
education of the student, and the teacher's own
aspirations and interests in academic achievement
contribute to the achievement press. The social
emphasis for academic achievement and the standards
of reward for educational attainment also are part
of this variable. Further characterization of this
dimension includes the concern for knowledge of the
educational progress of the child, and the preparation
and planning for the attainment of educational goals.
2. Language Models - The quality of the language usage
of the teachers, the opportunities for the enlargement
and use of vocabulary and sentence patterns, and the
alertness of the teacher for correct and effective usage
contribute to the environment that stresses language.
3. Academic Guidance - The availability and quality of
guidance on matters relevant to school work, and the
availability and use of materials and facilities related
to school learning are important to this environment.
4. Activeness of the School - This environmental
variable is best described by the extent and content
of indoor and outdoor activities of the school. An
emphasis on the use of television, films, books,
periodical literature, and other facilities of the library
is also apparent,
5. Intellectuality in the School - The nature and quality
of toys, games, and hobbies made available to the child,
and the opportunities for thinking and imagination in
daily activities are characteristics of this environment.
6. Work Habits in the School - This environmental
dimension includes the degree of structure and routine
in the school and classroom management. The amount
of preference for educational activities over other
pleasurable encounters is another element of this
environment.
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The most direct influence on Sinclair in the development of his Elementary
School Environment Suwey was the work of Robert Pace (1963). In his studies
of college and university environments, Pace (pp. 24-25) found that these
institutions were significantly different from one another when measured in
terms of environmental variables which he labeled Practicality, Community,
Awareness, Propriety, and Scholarship.
Sinclair (pp. 25-30) found these five variables to be empirically related
to the environmental variables identified by Dave and Wolf in relationship to
intelligence and achievement and they were further refined by Sinclair and
Sadker (1971) in their measurement of elementary school environments to in-
clude six new variables ; Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism,
and Resources. The relationship of these variables to the Wolf and Dave
variables is made evident in the two dimensional paradigm in Figure 1.
The paradigm, based on a process of logical deduction, shows that the
six variables identified by Sinclair and Sadker are appropriate dimensions for
differentiating among schools and are also related to environmental counter-
parts affecting achievement and intelligence characteristics. Because of their
significance and appropriateness, these variables are used in the present
investigation of elementary school classroom environments.
In summary, there is evidence that environment influences the develop-
ment of human characteristics and that the elementary school years are
particularly important for this development. Also, there is evidence from the
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Figure 1
Paradigm of Environmental Variables
Stable Environmental Sinclair and Sadker Variables
Characteristics Counterparts
Alien, Hum. Auton. Morale Opptsm, Res.
INTELLIGENCE 1. Achievement
Motivation
* * * * * *
2. Language
Development
* * *
3. General
Learning
* * * * *
ACHIEVEMENT 4. Achievement
Press
* * * * **
5. Language
Models
6. Academic
Guidance
* * * *
•
7. Activeness
of the
School
* * **
8, Intellectual-
ity in the
School
* ** * **
9, Work Habits
in the
School
* **
*
- Indicates relationship
- Indicates close relationship
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work of Sinclair and his associates, building on the theoretical and empirical
referents discussed earlier, that the ESES measures environmental variables
which differentiate significantly among elementary schools and which are likely
to influence the development of human characteristics, Sinclair's work has
focused on total school educational environments and the present study assumes
that there is good reason to expect that the classroom will include the same
basic environmental variables.
With the empirical bases for the environmental variables now delineated,
it is important that the major practical referent be examined.
D. Practical Referent
.
- In The Practical: A Language for CurriculiuTi,
Schwab (1970) outlines a prescription for educational change based on the
practical obser\^ation of "identified frictions and failures in the machine "and on
the "anticipatory generation of alternatives" (pp. 31-33). Schwab views this
approach as a viable alternative to the theoretical approaches frequently utilized.
The work of Bruce Joyce utilizes a practical approach and gives meaning to
the importance of educational environment in the process of schooling. Thus,
it is a practical referent for the present study,
Joyce (1972a, pp. 176-177) views our present schools as "monolithic"
institutions which specialize in "technical education" and prepare students for
places within the present status -economic system. Thus, he calls for (p. 179)
humanistic curriculum workers to free themselves from the limitations of
this "monolithic" system and to develop instead a "pluralistic education - the
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educational aspects of a pluralistic society. " Developing this further, Joyce
(p. 179) writes:
What we need to erect are sets of engineering
propositions which can be used to bring about a
wide variety of educational environments, including
the institutional forms which can nourish them.
Based on this goal, Joyce visualizes a school in which there are a
variety of educational programs designed to further a variety of educational
missions rather than the present mission of helping the individual to ascend
and survive in the technical -economic system. The primary task in selecting
these educational missions (p. 180) is to ’’identify the domains through which
the program will enter the life of the learner in order to change his responses
to living in the world. The pluralistic education should represent many domains
of possible development. ”
Joyce (p. 181) then outlines three domains:
1. We can attempt to improve the capacity of the learner
through direct intervention in the personal domain (as
through a direct attempt to improve his intelligence
or to give him greater control over directing his own
destiny);
2. We can attempt to enter the social domain , to assist
him at a point where he is interacting with his fellow
man (as when we attempt to teach him social or
economic skills); or
3. We can attempt to reach him through the academic
domain, by teaching him academic skills and ways
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of dealing intellectually with complexity (as when
we attempt to teach him the social sciences). *
Using these domains to help sort out some of the possible missions of education,
Joyce indicates that we must next determine what kinds of environments are likely
to promote development in the specific domains. Here he identifies four major
types of environments (p. 181): personalistic
,
environments which help the
individual to create his reality and his world view; interactive, environments
which facilitate group processes; informational
,
environments which improve
our symbolic capacity to process information; behavior shaping
,
environments
which are designed to maniuplate and shape external behavior.
Finally, Joyce (p. 187) offers one possible method of relating missions,
domains, and environments, through the creation of three curriculum modes:
1. The cybernetic mode - This mode is characterized by
pre-planned, largely automated materials, utilizing
self-instruction by individuals or groups for whom
instructional activities have been prescribed, and
an automated assessment system that feeds back
progress reports to the student.
2. The tutorial mode - This mode utilizes individual
counseling to help the learner structure his own goals
and activities.
*In other sections of the work cited and in his other writings (Joyce, 1968;
Joyce and Weil, 1972a) Joyce provides examples for each of those domains which
include such approaches as: awareness training, creative reasoning, and
conceptual systems matching models. Thus, his full vision extends well beyond
the rather traditional normative examples cited above. Further possibilities
related to this approach have been suggested by Fantini and Weinstein (1968).
Building upon Joyce's framework, Fantini and Weinstein developed a framework
for a "three tier school" in which Tier 1 focuses on the academic domain and
Tiers 2 and 3 on the personal and social domains.
39
_The group inquiry mode - In this mode groups analyze
problems, explore social values, and try on ideas from
the different disciplines. The interpersonal processes
of the group are also included as subjects for study.
Summarizing his goals and his conceptual framework, Joyce (pp, 186-
187) writes:
It is the creation of pluralistic educational environ-
ments that is our business. We need the ability to
specify alternative missions, to create the environments
that will accomplish these missions, and to carry out
the engineering necessary to create the material, the
social system, and the instructional system that will
activate them.
The result will be a variety of educational environments, each serving students
in a different way.
Thus, Joyce suggests that in order to create a more pluralistic society
and to move children toward more possible paths of living, we need pluralistic
schools and classrooms, with multiple missions and a variety of environments.
He offers one possible route to developing such schools.
Accepting Joyce's practical framework and basic goals, the present
study seeks to contribute to their attainment. To create the environments
Joyce delineates requires skills of design and implementation. It also requires
further knowledge regarding the nature of educational environments and further
knowledge regarding the teacher characteristics needed to create and/or
perpetuate these environments.
Proceeding toward this end, the environments and modes described by
Joyce seem similar in a number of ways to the variables identified by Sinclair
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3.nd S3.dk.Gr in their studies of element3ry school educntionnl environments.
The four environments and three modes of Joyce, which overlap to some extent,
and the six Sinclair and Sadker variables can be related in a two dimensional
matrix (see Figure 2). The asterisks indicate those places where Joyce’s
environments and modes appear to correspond to or complement the selected
environmental variables.
Figure 2
Paradigm of ESES Variables and Joyce’s Enviroments
and Modes
Joyce’s Environments
and Modes ESES Variables
Alien. Hum, Auton. Morale Opptsm, Res,
Personalistic ** ** Impt, Impt,
Interactive ** in in
Informational all all **
Behavior cases cases
Shaping
Cybernetic ** **
Tutorial **
Group Inquiry ** '
This matrix suggests that each of Joyce’s environments and modes
relates in some way to one or more of the Sinclair-Sadker ESES variables. It
seems likely, therefore, that further inquiry into the relationship between these
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variables and teacher characteristics can contribute to the realization of
Joyce's pluralistic schools.
Having examined theoretical, empirical, and practical referents for
the approach to environment in the present study, the study now turns to the
second major variable, teacher conceptual systems.
II. Teacher Conceptual Systems
Given the need to create multiple environments which are likely to meet
the diverse needs of children, it is important that we increase our knowledge
concerning the relationship between teacher characteristics and classroom
educational environments. Also, if we are to create pluralistic environments,
we must identify those specific teacher characteristics which are most likely
to help create and/or perpetuate specific types of environments. Thus, the
review of the literature examines the following referents for the present study:
A. An empirical referent concerning the relationship
between teacher personality characteristics and
classroom educational environments.
B. A theoretical referent supporting the investigation
of conceptual system as a significant personality
characteristic.
C. An empirical referent concerning the relationships
between teacher conceptual systems and classroom
environment.
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A, Empirical Referent: Teacher Personality Characteristics. -
Although it is logically assumed that teachers are a significant factor in deter-
mining classroom environments, it is important that funded knowledge be
examined to determine the empirical support for this assumption. Thus, this
referent centers on the relationship between teacher personality characteristics
and classroom educational environment.
Three separate studies, by Medley (1961), Fowler (1962), and Walberg
(1968), have reported evidence to support the assumption that teacher personality
is an important variable in the classroom. Medley (1961) used the Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule to measure teacher personality and used pupil
reactions to measure teacher-pupil rapport. He found significant correlations
between teachers judged highest in teacher-pupil rapport and a number of teacher
personality characteristics, Fowler (1962) employed a number of different
measures of teacher personality, including the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory, and foimd positive correlations between specific variables as
measured by these instruments, and teacher behavior, student behavior, and
classroom emotional climate, Walberg (1968) administered a battery of person-
ality and attitude tests to a group of thirty-six male Physics teachers and ad-
ministered a Classroom Climate Inventory to their students. He found significant
relationships between teacher needs and the climates of their classrooms.
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These studies, however, have provided limited data regarding the
relationship between teacher personality characteristics and classroom
environments and more work is needed. Getzels and Jackson (1963), in their
comprehensive review of research on teacher personality characteristics,
stated the need for research leading to the "discovery of specific and distinctive
features of teacher personality" (p. 574). At the same time, they noted a
number of serious limitations of earlier research which are important in
relation to the present study.
First, they noted (p. 574) that most of the research concerned with the
cognitive abilities of teachers has focused on intelligence and verbal under-
standing and indicated that "the role played by different types of abilities
(e.g.
,
divergent thinking) and by attitudinal correlates of ability has yet to be
fully explored. " Secondly, they pointed out (p. 575) that a major limitation of
earlier studies investigating teacher personality was that they were conducted
in a "theoretical vacuum. " Finally, they indicated that the studies have also
been limited by the tendency to rely on a single criterion of teacher effective-
ness.
The work of Hunt, Joyce, and Harvey in recent years has utilized a
theoretical base in examining teachers' cognitive structures and, thus, has
begun to meet some of the needs specified by Getzels and Jackson. Mindful
of the Getzels and Jackson findings, the present study is based primarily on
the work of Hunt, Joyce, and Hanley. Thus, both the theoretical framework
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for this work and the related empirical research are presented in the following
sections.
B. Theoretical Referent: Conceptual Systems
.
- This referent centers
on theoretical support for the investigation of conceptual systems as a signifi-
cant personality characteristic.
The theoretical approach to teacher personality characteristics in the
present study is related to research based on the work of Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroder as originally set forth in Conceptual Systems and Personality
Organization (1961), and as summarized by Hunt in Matching Models in Education
(1971). A conceptual system, according to the authors (Hunt, p. 18),
characterizes the organizational structure through which the individual processes
information and reads events. It is not concerned with the content of informa-
tion but with how the information is processed. Systems also contain an
important interpersonal component in that they characterize how the individual
conceptualizes himself, others, and the relationship between himself and
others.
As Hunt summarizes (p. 18):
Systems vary, from a form in which both self and
others are undifferentiated parts of the generalized
standard, to a structure in which the self is part of
highly differentiated others, all of which are integrated
into a whole. The dimensions along which the variation
occurs may be considered integrative complexity,
interpersonal maturity, degree of abstraction, or
conceptual level. Higher conceptual level is associated
with 'lower stereotypy and greater flexibility in the
face of complex and changing problem situations.
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toward greater creativity, exploration behavior,
tolerance of stress, etc,
. In interpersonal terms,
the higher conceptual levels are associated with
greater self-understanding and empathic awareness
of others.
Conceptual development is conceived of as a continuous process which, ideally,
evolves in a given order to the highest conceptual level. Thus, Harvey, Hunt,
and Schroder theorize a developmental sequence moving through four stages,
in essence, four separate conceptual systems.
As Hunt indicates (p. 19), conceptual systems "vary both in terms of
cognitive variables or information processing (degree of differentiation,
integrative complexity), and in terms of motivation variables or inter-personal
orientation (independence-dependence, empathic concern). " Thus, individuals
differ both structurally and dynamically, and these differences lead to different
motivational orientations: Stage I - unilateral dependence. Stage II - negative
independence. Stage III - conditional dependence and empathy, and Stage IV -
interdependence (Hunt, p. 35).
Finally, the value base for the work of Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder
(p. vi) is also relevant to the present study. According to Conceptual Systems
theory, abstract conceptual structure and the associated characteristics of
creativity, flexibility, and stress tolerance is a desirable, adaptive state.
This assertion arises from a concern with the individual's ability to adapt to
a changing environment. The concern is less with level of performance in a
relatively stable environment than with increasing effectiveness of adaptability
to change.
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In summary, Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder have theorized a developmental
sequence of conceptual systems which vary both in terms of cognitive variables
and motivational variables and have assumed that the most abstract conceptual
structure and its associated characteristics are most desirable because they
enable the individual to adapt most readily to changing environments.
The three authors of the original work have continued their exploration
of conceptual stages in recent years, but have chosen different paths. Hunt's
studies have led him to exclude stages III and IV because of evidence indicating
that Stage III does not necessarily develop in sequential order and because of
the failure to find Stage IV individuals. Schroder's work has focused on the
integrative complexity of personality structure. The research of O. J. Harvey
has emphasized the motivation variables and has used content-oriented
measures for classifying individuals into one of the four system categories.
Harvey's approach was chosen as the immediate base for the present
study for the following reasons. First, by concentrating on both content and
structure, Harvey has seemingly remained closest to the original theoretical
framework. Second, there has been a greater quantity of empirical research
using Harvey's approach and instruments in relationship to classroom
environments and teacher characteristics. Third, Harvey's instrument is
more easily administered and scored. At the same time, it is important to
recognize that the theoretical base is essentially the same in all three cases,
and it is that base which is used in the present study.
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Utilizing tlint thGor6tic3,l bns©, HnrvGy hns concGntmtGd his rGScarch
on finding out how an individual’s boliof systGm (i.G,
,
his dooply hold attitudos
and valuGS) affGcts his ability to bohavG croativoly, flGxibly, and adaptively,
how these belief systems come to be formed, and the ways in which they can
be changed. Commenting further (1970b, pp. 10-11), he writes:
We have examined belief systems in terms of two
basic aspects, content and structure
.
Content includes
the referents towards which one holds beliefs or
attitudes, such as God, oneself, a stone, or any object
of direct or indirect experience. Structure relates to
how we organize our beliefs and includes such attri-
butes as openness-closedness, consistency-inconsistency,
and complexity-simplicity.
The four systems delineated by Harvey are presented in detail on pages 9
and 10 and generally move from the highly concrete and authority-centered
thinking of System I to the abstract and open-minded functioning of System IV.
Murphy and Brown (1970) have recently drawn upon Conceptual Systems theory
and on the specific work of Harvey and have hypothesized teaching patterns that
might be exhibited by teachers characterized by the different conceptual systems.
I
These descriptions are particularly relevant to the present study and are
included as follows (pp. 530-532):
System I - These teachers are characterized by unilateral
dependence and see their own statements and those of
other authority sources as the highest good. Searching or
seeking for unknowns by students is regarded as in-
appropriate and unnecessary for learning. Questions
have only one answer which is "right" according to
authority sources. These teachers will tend to deliver
information to pupils and ask narrow questions permitting
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only one "right answer. They will reward the student's
ability to state definitions and facts as given by authority
sources, and also reward the student’s ability to conform
to teacher established procedures and rules.
System II - These teachers are characterized by negative
independence and tend to reject the customary social roots
for self-definition and esteem. Lacking stable referents
for their concepts, they are inconsistent and uncertain in
their functioning. These teachers use criteria for judging
adequacy of performance that are inconsistent and im-
pulsive. Teachers functioning at this level will tend to
deliver information to students, ask narrow questions,
and to reward conformity to rules in much the same
manner as those whose system is unilaterally dependent
except that they are erratic and unpredictable in their
expectations of students.
System III - These teachers are characterized by
conditional dependence, have high affiliative needs and
are very susceptible to group influences. They are
concerned with establishing friendships, intragroup
consensus, and dependency relations based on mutuality
rather than on rules and authority. They are more
abstract than the teachers described above and will
encourage pupils to express themselves and to theorize.
They will not deliver information and ask narrow questions
as much as the System I teachers, will reward searching
by pupils, and do less sanctioning of obedience to rules.
They will also sanction pupil relations with others more
than teachers functioning at other conceptual levels
and will make more general supportive comments in the
classroom.
System IV - These teachers are informationally inter-
dependent, have abstract conceptual structures and are
cognitively complex. They do not see themselves as an
authority source for pupils. These teachers regard
knowledge as tentative rather than absolute; they have
a respect for doubt, an openness to new experience, and
can consider situations from the pupil's point of view.
Rules or standards are presented informationally rather
than through arbitrary imd external imposition. The
informationally interdependent teacher will encourage
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pupils to test, relate, and reflect upon their own ideas
and to hypothesize, synthesize, and even conjecture
about content, and will ask questions accordingly.
Reward will be related more to seeking by pupils than
to finding solutions.
In summary, this study employs as its theoretical base the Conceptual
Systems theory of Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder. It makes primary use of the
particular approach taken by O. J. Harvey, focusing on both the content and
structure of belief systems. Finally, it uses the four basic systems as they
relate to teacher characteristics and, to this end, employs the hypothesized
descriptions of Murphy and Brown.
This particular theoretical base is considered important for the present
study for two major reasons. First, given the practical referent in the work
of Joyce, directed toward the creation of pluralistic, multiple environment
schools, it becomes important to identify teachers who can adapt to multiple
environments as well as create them. With individual adaptability as a primary
value base, Conceptual Systems theory meshes well with Joyce’s goals.
Second, given the attempt to identify relationships between environments and
teacher characteristics, the fact that the separate approaches of Harvey and
Hunt, using the same theoretical base, have already been used in a number of
important studies concerning the relationship of teacher conceptual systems
and classroom environment, provides empirical grounding relating the theory
to the present study. This empirical base is examined next.
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Empirical Referent: Conceptual Systems and Classroom Environ-
ment.- This referent centers on the relationships between teacher conceptual
systems and classroom educational environment.
Although still limited in quantity, the research concerning the relation-
ship between teacher conceptual systems and the classroom environment is
meaningful.
In a number of studies Harvey and his associates have found that
teachers of concrete and abstract belief systems differed markedly in the
classroom environments they created for students. In the first study (Harvey,
et al.
,
1966) they used outside observers to measure classroom environments,
and found that teachers representing System IV, the most abstract belief
system, and teachers representing System I, the most concrete mode of
functioning, differed significantly on 14 different dimensions of classroom
atmosphere.
In a follow-up study (Harvey, et al.
,
1968), the investigators found that
the concreteness-abstractness of teachers' belief systems related to their
overt resourcefulness, dictatorialness and pimitiveness in the classroom.
Teachers representing System IV displayed significantly greater resource-
fulness and significantly lesser amounts of dictatorialiness and punitiveness in
the classroom. In addition, the results of the observers' ratings indicated a
significant relationship between teacher behavior and student behavior.
Specifically, there was a significant positive correlation of teacher resource-
fulness with student cooperation, involvement, activity, and achievement and
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a significant negative correlation with the concreteness of students' responses.
Teacher dictatorialness and punitiveness each related significantly negatively
with student cooperation, involvement, activity, achievement, and helpfulness
and significantly positively with the concreteness of students' responses.
In a more recent study, Harvey and his associates (Harvey, 1970b, p.
14) employed student ratings of teachers in order to determine whether students
perceive teachers of different belief systems much as trained observers do.
The answer was strongly affirmative. System IV teachers were rated highest
by students in fostering cooperation, exploration, and espirit de corps.
System I teachers were rated highest in fostering rigidity.
Using the Harvey Conceptual Systems Test and a classroom observation
measure developed by Joyee, Murphy and Brown (1970) provided further support
for the hypothesized relationship betw'een teachers' conceptual systems and
instructional behavior. They found (p. 536) significant positive relationships
between high conceptual level and teacher behaviors of helping students
theorize, helping students toward self-expression, questioning for precise
answers, sanctioning group relations, sanctioning search behavior, and
sanctioning attainment. Equally important, Murphy and Brow'n, like Harvey
and his associates, found (p. 533) that more than fifty per cent of the teachers
could be classified as System I, less than ten per cent as System IV, and none
as System II.
Hunt and Joyce (1967) sought further data concerning the ability of
I
\
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teachers to exhibit a. wide variety of teaching styles and began with the
assumption that the capacity to radiate a reflective educational environment
also probably indicates a general tendency to radiate a wider variety of
educational environments (p. 254). They found (p. 257) a significant positive
relationship between the conceptual levels of teacher trainees, as measured
on a sentence completion instrument, and the use of the reflective teaching
pattern, as measured by outside observers. Considering this finding along
with earlier findings of Joyce, they indicate that the results "seem to provide
fairly good evidence in support of the hypothesized relationship between teacher
personality and teaching pattern. "
At the same time, Hunt and Joyce reiterate an earlier caution (Hunt,
1966, p. 153) that:
It is tempting to conclude from this trainee
personality-preferred style relation that more
abstract trainees (high CL) have more potential but,
while this may be so, it is nonetheless true that it
may be as difficult to make structured environment
radiation available to abstract (high CL) trainees
as it is to induce the availability of more reflective
environmental radiation in concrete (low CL)
trainees.
The results of these separate studies are important in themselves.
They are also directly relevant to the present study in a number of ways.
First, they provide further support for the hypothesized relationship
between teacher personality characteristics and the classroom educational
environment.
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Second, by focusing on teacher conceptual systems, by using a well-
developed theoretical network. Conceptual Systems theory, and by examining
the capacity of teachers to radiate a variety of environments and thus avoiding
the single criterion limitation, the approach begins to fill some of the gaps in
research cited by Getzels and Jackson (1963). The present study utilizes a
similar approach.
Third, they provide data which is potentially of great value in attempting
to develop multiple environment classrooms and schools, in terms of both
the possible matches of teachers and environments and in terms of identifying
and/or training teachers who will be able to create and perpetuate a variety
of educational environments. This is a major concern of the present study.
Finally, as will be delineated fully in the latter part of this chapter,
these studies suggest potentially important relationships may exist between
teacher conceptual systems and the environmental variables selected for
examination in the present study.
Equally important in relation to the present study, the work of Hunt,
Joyce, and Harvey has left gaps which remain to be filled. First, Hunt and
Joyce’s study (1967) provided very limited support for the assumption that
teachers with higher conceptual levels will radiate a wider variety of environ-
ments, a limitation which they noted. The present study seeks to provide
further data concerning that assumption by investigating the relationship
between conceptual systems and a variety of environmental variables.
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Second, although Joyce and Hunt are concerned with environment in the
broad sense, they tend to equate environment with teacher instructional behavior
(Hunt, 1971, p. 52) and thus limit their vision and their measurement. If we
are to have pluralistic schools with a variety of environments, there is a need
to have teachers who not only "radiate" a variety of instructional behaviors,
but who can also alter the broader social, physical, and intellectual determin-
ants of behavior. Thus attention must not only be given to reflective teaching
style, as one example, but to the way in which the teacher structures class-
room groups, sequences learning opportunities, arranges seating, and so forth.
Finally, although they recognize the importance of perceived environ-
ments, Hunt and Joyce focus (1967) on an "objective" measurement of the
environment by outside observers. Student perceptions are not utilized.
By employing an instrument which uses student perceptions to measure
a variety of environmental variables, in addition to measures of teacher
conceptual systems, this study seeks to build upon the work of Harvey, Hunt,
and Joyce, and, at the same time, to help fill some of the remaining gaps in
research.
Having examined the referents for the first two variables, the study now
turns to the third major variable, student conceptual systems.
III. Student Conceptual System
The third major variable in the present study is student conceptual
systems. The theoretical base for this variable lies in the Conceptual Systems
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theory described in the last section. This review of the literature, therefore,
will concentrate only on the empirical and theoretical data which specifically
relates to students.
Hunt and his associates have theorized that the different conceptual
systems constitute a four stage hierarchy. As Hunt (1971, p. 21) indicates:
One must assimilate the norms of the generalized
standard (Stage I work) before delineating oneself from
it (Stage II work). Similarly, initial self-understanding
(Stage II) is a prerequisite to an empathic understanding
of others (Stage III). Thus, the four stage hierarchy rests
on a logically related sequence. Successful articulation
of the current stage is therefore one determinant of
progression; another is the specific training condition.
This '*training condition" is particularly relevant to the present study.
Training, as perceived by Hunt (p. 21), involves the matching of indi-
viduals and environments in a manner which best facilitates their growth toward
the higher stage. To do this requires first, a specification of the current
stage of the person who is the target object of the environmental intervention
in order to determine what environment will provide the best match or mis-
match. This match/mis-match potential is viewed in relation to its effect on
the conceptual work at that stage.
Thus, Hunt hypothesized (pp. 43-44) that the optimal environment for
the low conceptual level student would be one which is highly structured, while
the optimal environment for high conceptual level students would be highly
autonomous, with minimal structure. He also hypothesized that in some cases
the high conceptual lev'el student would not be affected by the structure.
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Empirical support for these hypotheses was provided in a number of
studies, the most recent of which were those by McLachlan (1969), Tomlinson
(1969), and Tuckman (1968). In an experimental study, McLachlan (1969)
investigated the interactive effects of learner conceptual level and variations
in structuie. These variations were represented by a discovery (low structure)
versus lecture (high structure) approach, with equal numbers of low and high
conceptual level students, matched on ability, assigned to each of the two
conditions. Measuring recall related to a Picasso painting, he found low con-
ceptual level students performed significantly better with the high structure
than with low structure. He found no difference for the high conceptual level
students.
In his study, Tomlinson (1969), investigated the differential effects of
rule-example order as a function of learner conceptual level. Groups of
students with high and low conceptual levels were assigned equally to three
treatment conditions varying in degree of structure. Low structure consisted
of instruction in which examples were presented first with the rule presented
at a much later time. Intermediate structure consisted of instruction in which
the examples w'ere presented first, followed almost immediately by the rule.
In the high structure condition, the rule was presented first. Tomlinson’s
results showed a high positive correlation between learning of concepts by low
conceptual level students and the high structure situation, and no significant
difference in learning in the high conceptual level group in the different conditions.
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Tuckman (1968) investigated the interactive effects of learner conceptual
level with degree of structure, represented by non-directive teachers (low
structure) and directive teachers (high structure). He found that, compared
to the other three combinations, the high conceptual level students with directive
teachers rated these teachers lower and were less satisfied with them.
In a recent study of 900 kindergarten through sixth grade students and
their teachers, Harvey and his associates (Harvey, 1970b) measured both
student and teacher belief systems and also obtained student ratings of teachers.
They found that children with different personalities reacted differently to
teachers with different belief systems. As one example cited by Harvey (p. 73),
students with a high need for structure and guidance reacted negatively to
System III and even System IV teachers, reporting that these teachers did not
give them freedom. The reverse was true for students low in need for structure
and high in independence. According to Harvey (p, 73), these findings suggest
that from a subjective viewpoint, "freedom is the provision of an environment
that meets the person’s individual needs. "
These separate findings are relevant to the present study for a number
of reasons. First, they clearly indicate the need for teachers to be able to
create different environments for different students or, at the least, the
importance of matching students and teachers. This again suggests the need
to study the relationship between teacher personality characteristics and the
classroom environment. Second, they lend further support to one of the
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theoretical bases for the present study, Conceptual Systems theory. Finally,
they suggest that the student’s perception of the environment is likely to be
determined, in part, by the similarity between the conceptual systems of the
teacher and the students. Thus, the present study includes a measure of
student conceptual systems and an examination of the relationship between
teacher-student match and student perceptions of the classroom environment.
Formulation of Hypotheses
The previous section provided extensive empirical and theoretical
support for each of the variables in the present study. Given these three
variables, it is important that possible relationships be identified for closer
investigation. To identify these relationships available literature concerning
the major variables is examined as a means of delineating those relationships
for which a theoretical base exists and/or which are most consistent with
available empirical findings. Hypotheses are formulated through a search of
the literature and a process of logical deduction.
Two major domains are investigated to suggest hypotheses:
1. The relationship between teacher conceptual systems
and characteristics of the classroom educational
environment as perceived by children.
2, The relationship between teacher-student similarity
in conceptual systems and student perceptions of the
classroom educational environment.
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These investigations are described as follows:
Teacher Conceptual Systems and the Classroom Educational Environment
To generate hypotheses concerning the relationship between teacher
conceptual systems and the classroom educational environment, a grid is
presented to suggest tentative relationships between the sub-factors (see Figure
3). These relationships are then examined with reference to the previously
cited literature in order to formulate hypotheses for further study.
Figure 3
Grid of Tentative Relationships Between Conceptual Systems
and Environmental Factors
Conceptual Environmental Factors
Systems Involvement Humanism Autonomy Morale Equity Resources
System I
System II - -
System III + + ++ + +
System IV ++ ++ ++ ++ + +
++ Indicates lilcelihood of a significant positive relationship
+ Indicates likelihood of some positive relationship
- Indicates likelihood of some negative relationship
— Indicates likelihood of a significant negative relationship
System I - Given the basic definition of a System 1 individual, as
described by Harvey (1971), and the particular teacher descriptions formulated
by Murphy and Brown (1970, pp. 530-532) we can expect these teachers to be
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essentially authoritarian and can expect their classrooms to be heavily teacher
dominated. The previously cited studies by Harvey and his associates (1966,
1968), showed a high positive correlation between System I teachers and
dictatorialness. Thus, it is likely that environments in these classes would be
relatively low in Autonomy.
Harvey's studies (1966, 1968) have also shown a negative correlation
between System I teachers and warmth toward students, and a negative correlation
between System I teachers and student cooperativeness, involvement and help-
fulness. Thus it is likely that System I teachers would have classrooms in
which there was little Involvement in the environment.
Morale appears to be the one environmental factor which provides the
best index of general student attitude towards the classroom. If we assume that
most classes will contain a mixture of students of differing conceptual systems,
the studies of Tuckman (1968) and Harvey (1970b) would suggest that Morale
will be relatively low in the System I teacher's classroom because of the
difference between the teacher's conceptual system and the systems of many
of the students. There is, however, no significant empirical evidence to
support this hypothesized relationship.
System II - The System II individual differs from the System I
individual in terms of a slightly lesser degree of authoritarianism, greater
rebelliousness, and increased unpredictability of behavior (Harvey, 1971;
Murphy and Brown, (1970), Haiwey (1966, 1968, 1970b) has found relatively
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fe 1 teachers in this system, however, and there are few empirical results
reported showing relationships between this system and either teacher behavior
or classroom environment. Thus, although it might be assumed that the class-
room environments of System II teachers will have minimal Autonomy and low
Morale, no hypotheses are advanced for further study at this time.
System III - In the early Harvey study (1966) System III teachers were
found to have classroom atmospheres in which creativity and individual student
responsibility were encouraged, although in both cases System IV teachers
were rated slightly higher, Harvey (1970b, p, 14) has more recently reported
findings that System III teachers, more than those in other systems, "tended
to pursue a classroom policy of laissez faire
, . .
" The teaching pattern of
System III teachers hypothesized by Murphy and Brown (1970, p, 531) is one
in which pupils are encouraged to express themselves, in which searching by
pupils is rewarded, and in which there is less sanctioning of obedience to rules.
Both the empirical findings and the hypothesized relationships suggest a possible
positive relationship between System III teachers and A-utonomy in the class-
room educational environment.
The System III individual (Harvey, 1970b; 1971) is characterized by
an outward emphasis of friendship, interpersonal harmony, and mutual aid.
Thus, as Murphy and Brown indicate (p. 531), the System III teacher is likely
to exhibit greater warmth and is likely to sanction closer student-student relations.
In both of their major studies, Harvey and his colleagues (1966, 1968) found
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teachers in Systems III and IV rated higher by outside observers in warmth
towards students. These teachers also had classroom atmospheres which
were rated higher in involvement, cooperativeness, and helpfulness. At the
same time. System IV teachers scored higher in all of these categories than
System III teachers. Thus, it would appear that System III teachers should
score higher in Involvement than System I teachers.
Finally, it might be expected that the Morale in System III teachers’
classrooms would be relatively high since that factor measures a warm
student-teacher relationship and a friendly and cheerful environment. In at
least one study, however, Harvey (1970b, p, 14) found that System III teachers
may not provide enough structure for many students and these students may
react hostilely. Therefore, this relationship is not advanced as a hypothesis.
System IV - The System IV person (Harvey, 1971) is characterized as
an independent individual who is able to change set, withstand stress, and behave
creatively. This individual is also seen as being able to use rules pragmatically,
not for their own sake. In addition, the System IV teacher (Murphy and Brown,
1970) is characterized as one who will encourage pupils to reflect on their own
ideas and who rewards students’ independent thinking,
Harvey’s studies (1966, 1968) have shown these teachers to be most
resourceful and least dictatorial and punitive in their behavior. These studies
have also indicated that System IV teachers are likely to have classrooms in
63
which there is high involvement, cooperation, activity, achievement, encourage-
ment of individual responsibility, encouragement of creativity, and use of
resources. In the most recent study cited (Harvey, 1970b), students rated
System IV teachers highest in fostering cooperativeness, exploration and
espirit de corps.
Given these findings, it seems likely that these teachers will have
classroom environments in which there is a relatively high frequency of positive
responses for each of the environmental variables, with the Harvey studies
providing empirical support for significant positive scores on Involvement,
Humanism, Autonomy, and Morale. In addition, Joyce and Hunt have hypothe-
sized that the high conceptual level teacher is more likely to be able to radiate
a wide variety of environments (1967, p. 254). They are suggesting that these
teachers will be able to select from a wide repertoire of behaviors those which
are most appropriate for the student in a particular situation. If this is true,
it is reasonable to expect that these teachers will, over a period of time, be
able to meet the needs of the greatest number of students.
Thus, based on both the theory and the empirical findings the following
hypotheses are advanced for further study:
H^: There will be significantly higher scores for
Involvement in the classroom educational environ-
ment of System III and System IV teachers than
in the classroom educational environment of System
I teachers.
II2: There will be significantly higher scores for
Autonomy in the classroom educational environ-
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ment of System III and System IV teachers than in
the classroom educational environment of System I
teachers.
H3: There will be a significantly higher number of total
positive responses across environmental variables
in the classrooms of System IV teachers than in the
classrooms of System I, System II, and System III
teachers.
Teacher-Student Conceptual System Similarity and Student Perceptions of the
Classroom Educational Environment
Previously cited studies by Tuckman (1968) and Harvey (1970b) have
provided evidence that student perceptions of the classroom environment may
be influenced by similarities and differences between teacher and student
conceptual systems. Tuckman’s study showed high conceptual level students
with directive teachers rated these teachers lower, Harvey's study showed
that students in Systems I and II reacted negatively toward teachers in Systems
III and IV. It may therefore be expected that the general perceptions of the
classroom environment of students whose conceptual systems are similar to
the teacher’s will be more positive. Although it would be possible to generate
other hypotheses based on the student-teacher match, the relatively untested
nature of the Student Self- Conception Test (see Chapter III) suggests that it
should be used with caution. Thus, only the more general hypothesis is
advanced as follows
:
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There will be a significantly higher number of total
positive responses across environmental variables
by those students whose conceptual systems are
similar to their teacher’s than by those students
whose conceptual systems are dissimilar to their
teacher's.
In summary, the following hypotheses are advanced for investigation
in the present study:
Hj: There will be significantly higher scores for Involve-
ment in the classroom educational environment of
System III and System IV teachers than in the
classroom educational environment of System I teachers.
H2: There will be significantly higher scores for Autonomy
in the classroom educational environment of System
III and System IV teachers than in the classroom
educational environment of System I teachers.
There will be a significantly higher number of total
positive responses across environmental variables
in the classroom of System IV teachers than in the
classrooms of System I, System II, and System III
teachers.
There will be a significantly higher number of total
positive responses across environmental variables by
those students whose conceptual systems are similar
to their teacher's than by those students whose con-
ceptual systems are dissimilar to their teachers.
This chapter has reviewed the literature and research which are
pertinent to the current investigation and has described the formulation of
hypotheses. In the next chapter the research procedures for the present study
are presented.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH PROCEDURES
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research methodology of
the present study. Procedures for obtaining the sample of fifty-two elementary
school classrooms are outlined. In addition, a description is provided of the
diverse demographic characteristics of the twelve selected elementary schools.
Also, the process used for data collection is delineated. The last section of
the chapter describes the instruments used.
Sample and Data Collection
The intention of the investigator was to select classrooms representing
diverse population clusters, settings, and demographic conditions so that a
characterization could be made of the larger elementary school population.
Also, the sampling had to be manageable within the financial constraints of the
study. To this end, all school districts within a thirty mile radius of the
University of Massachusetts were identified and each of the districts was
assigned a number. To obtain a minimum sample of ten districts and fifty
classrooms, seventeen school districts were then selected using a random
sampling procedure. Superintendents of these districts were contacted both by
mail and phone for purposes of soliciting their participation and to identify a
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single elementary school within each district which provided the diverse
demographic characteristics being sought. Twelve of these districts responded
affirmatively. The final sample consisted of fifty-two classrooms in twelve
elementary schools. The diverse characteristics included a range of per-
pupil expenditure from $572 to $937, a school enrollment range of 116 to 624,
and schools from city, suburban, and rural communities, * These and other
demographic characteristics are described in Table 1. The varied class sizes
are presented in Table 2,
Principals of the participating schools were contacted by telephone and
arrangements were made for administering the instruments to the selected
fifth and sixth grade classes and teachers. Data collection was scheduled for
a single hour during the regular school day. Pupils were scheduled to complete
the ESES and the SSCT in their classrooms, and arrangements were made to
administer the TIB test to the teachers in a separate room during the same
hour.
A team of twelve graduate students was formed to assist in the data
collection process. The intent was to be able to provide a single proctor for
each classroom and one proctor to administer the TIB test to the teachers. Two
seminars were held to make certain that the instruments would be administered
Both of the large urban districts selected were already overcommited
to research efforts within their schools and were unwilling to participate. Thus,
no inner-city population was included in the final sample.
School
Demographic
Information
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Number
of
Classrooms
Investi-
gated 3 4 5 10 CO t- CM <M CO >-(
Classification
of Municipality
Urban
Town
Town Town
Urban
Town
City
Urban
Town
City Town
Urban
Town
Town City Town
Population
of
Municipality*
13,550
2,800 2,064
15,029
8,600
28,633 25,666
1,074
17,928
850
22,455
1,005
Per-Pupil Expenditure
$740 740 650 742 724 572 851 937 756 761 640 816
N
umbe
r
of
Pupils
in
School
District
1,937
I
680
2,200 3,731 1,987 5,939 4,775 1,571 3,813 1.824 4.824
514
Approximate
Socio-
Economic
Class Middle
Middle
Lower
Middle
Middle
Lower
IMiddle
Lower
Middle
Middle Middle Middle
Upper
Middle
Upper
Middle
Upper
Middle
School
Enrollment
348 360 350 624 188 335 289 124
—
513 138 510 116
Type
of
School
K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6 K-6
K-6 K-6
O to CD CD
1 1 1 1
hi bi2 UJ
Code
dumber
900 001 002 003 004 011 012
1
013 014 022 024 031
According
to
the
1970
edition
of
the
Commercial
Atlas
and
Marketing
Guide
,
Rand
McNally
&
Company.
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Classrooms and Students in Survey Sample
Classroom Num.ber Student Sample
00000 21
00001 22
00002 19
00100 24
00101 24
00102 31
00103 28
00200 27
00201 6
00202 23
00203 19
00204 17
00300 27
00301 22
00302 22
00303 24
00304 25
00310 25
00312 25
00313 25
00314 26
00320 23
00400 25
00401 23
01100 25
01101 25
01102 28
01200 23
01201 25
01203 29
01204 22
01210 23
01211 9
01212 25
01300 17
01301 16
01400 18
01401 28
01402 26
01403 21
01404 27
01410 20
01411 20
02200 23
02201 18
02400 27
02401 23
02402 26
02403 24
02404 22
02410 22
03100 15
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in a uniform way, to discuss the nature of the study, and to prepare members
of the team for possible problems that might arise. The first seminar focused
on the problem and purpose of the study and on the overall plan for data
collection; the second seminar concentrated on the specific process of
administering the instruments.
After this training, the following procedures were used to administer
the student questionnaires:
1. The researcher introduced himself to the class, briefly
explained the procedure for the hour, and related the
general purpose of the questionnaires.
2. Each student was given a copy of the Elementary School
Environment Survey and an optical scanning sheet. The
researcher checked to make sure that each student had
a pencil.
3. Students were asked to read the introductory section
silently while the researcher reviewed these directions
aloud.
4. The procedure for making the answer sheet was illustrated
on the blackboard and students were assisted in filling in
the school, class, and student numbers, and the other
biographical information.
5. The researcher emphasized the fact that student names
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were not being requested and that neither the teacher
nor the school were being evaluated. Students were
told that there was no time limit for completion of the
questionnaire and were encouraged to ask for help with
questions they did not understand.
6. As each student finished, the researcher collected the
questionnaire and informally checked the answer sheet
to make certain that all items were completed and that
the school, class, and student numbers were clearly
marked.
7. When all students had completed the ESES, students
were given a minute or two to stand and stretch before
beginning the second questionnaire.
8. Students were given copies of the Student Self-Concept ion
Test and optical scanning sheets and the same basic
procedure was followed as for the ESES.
The ’’This I Believe" Test was administered to the teachers, using the
following guidelines for administration:
1. The researcher introduced himself and briefly described
the general purpose of the test.
2. Teachers were given copies of the test with school
numbers and teacher numbers already entered.
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3. Teachers were asked to read the introductory section
silently and to ask questions regarding anything they
didn't understand,
4. The researcher stressed the fact that teachers would
be timed on each item and would have to work rapidly.
Also, it w'as indicated to the teachers that they had to
write on each topic in the order of appearance and
could not turn back to questions.
5. Teachers w^ere given two minutes for each of the first
five questions and slightly less time for the last five.
Usable data was collected from 1, 180 fifth and sixth grade students and 52
teachers in twelve elementary schools.
Instrumentation
Three questionnaires were used in collecting data, A classroom edition
of the Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES) was used to measure
classroom educational environment. Environment scores were obtained along
the dimensions of Involvement, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Equity, and
Resources. The Student Self-Conception Test (SSCT) was used to measure
student conceptual systems as reflected in the following behavioral dimensions:
Need for Structure, Hostility, Sociability, and Independence. The "This I
Believe" Test was employed to identify teacher conceptual systems ranging
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from System I, most closed and concrete, to System IV, most open and abstract.
Each of these instruments is described in detail in the remainder of this
section.
The Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES)
.
The ESES was
originally developed by Sinclair in 1968 and was based upon the original design
used by Pace (1963) in the CUES instrument for measuring college environments.
The ESES assessed the elementary school environment along the five variables
of Propriety, Community, Awareness, Practicality, and Scholarship. Using
this instrument, Sinclair determined that similarities and differences existed
in the educational environments of sixteen California elementary schools.
In an attempt to refine the instrument, Sadker (1971), working with
Sinclair, administered the ESES to 54 schools in the state of Massachusetts.
Sadker used factor analytic techniques to analyze the data and, as a result,
suggested revisions of the original five environmental variables. The new
factors were named Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism,
and Resources. The revised instrument contained forty-two items, including
eight that were newly created.
The present study utilizes the revised ESES, but makes a number of
minor changes in wording to adapt it for measuring classroom environment.
The words ’’the teacher” are repeatedly substituted for the word ’’teachers, ”
and the word ’’classroom” or ’’class” for the word ’’school. ” Additionally, the
two negatively described factors. Alienation and Opportunism, have been
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changed to Involvement and Equity to provide a positive thrust for all factors.
Also, minor changes were made in marking instructions and in the wording of
a few questions to provide greater clarity. As finally administered, the
instrument is a forty-two item survey of conditions, behaviors, and feelings
about the classroom educational environment. Students were asked to respond
by marking TRUE or FALSE for each statement. The revised ESES (Class-
room edition) is included in Appendix Bl.
An assessment of the reading level of the revised ESES was obtained by
McKay (1971) and Bender (1971). Applying the Lorge formula (1959) for
estimating difficulty of reading materials, McKay and Bender obtained a
Readability Index of 4,47 which describes the estimated reading grade level of
the instrument. This indicates that the material in the revised ESES is within
the reading comprehension of average fourth grade children, Lorge (p, 1)
cautions that this index should not be considered definitive, "nevertheless, the
Lorge formula provides an overall estimate which should be useful in grading
materials,
"
The method of scoring the ESES has varied. The method used in scoring
the original instrument was the "66 plus 33 minus, " This method consists of
assigning a plus one to each item that 66 per cent of the students answered in
the keyed direction and a minus one to each item which 33 per cent or less of
the students answered in the keyed direction. The score of each variable is
obtained by summing the item scores for the variable and adding a constant
to eliminate negative numbers.
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A second scoring procedure has used the per cent of students responding
to an item in the keyed direction as the item score. The variable score is
composed of the means of the item scores that make up a particular variable.
Both of these procedures derive the variable score by totalling and
converting to per cents student responses across items. Neither uses individual
student scores for each variable as a way to derive school scores. Because of
the focus in the present study on both individual student responses and classroom
scores, a third technique, used by Bender (1971) is employed.
Responses in the keyed direction are considered ’’correct" responses.
The sum of the "correct" responses for a particular variable constitutes the
student score for that variable. These individual student scores are used in the
data analysis procedure for each of the hypotheses. Individual student scores
are summed and a mean calculated to derive a classroom score for each
variable and to provide an environmental profile for each classroom.
Pace and Stern (1958, p. 272) have indicated that it may not be appropriate
to obtain conventional reliability estimates for instruments such as the ESES.
As Pace has reported, in measuring students’ perceptions of the environment
a high degree of consensus among the respondents is desired, thus it is hoped
that there will be a low variance in a distribution of scores within a given
classroom or school. Typical correlational and variance methods of estimating
reliability are therefore inappropriate since they measure reliability as a
function of a wide distribution of scores.
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To obtain a rough measure of reliability within these considerable
limitations, data was collapsed across classes and a Kuder-Richardson
reliability estimate, using Formula 20, was performed for each variable and
for the test as a whole. The results are reported in Table 3.
Table 3
Kuder-Richardson (20) Reliability Estimates for the ESES
ESES Variables and Total Score
Involve- Human- Auton- Morale Equity Re- Total
ment ism omy sources
Reliability
Estimates .64 .39 ,58 .73 .34 ..54 .79
Given the stated limitations, the reliabilities are relatively high for
Involvement, Autonomy, Morale, Resources, and for total responses. The
reliability estimate for Humanism and Equity are low and suggest the need for
further refinement of these variables.
The validity of the present form of the ESES is estimated on the basis of
a review of earlier studies employing the instrument, an examination of the
reactions and comments of pupils regarding specific items, a systematic
examination of the instrument by the investigator, and a factor analysis of the
items.
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First, content validity is considered, Sinelair (1968, p. 48) reviewed
Pace's (1963) analysis of the psychometric properties of the CUES instrument
and Pace's conclusion that the substance or content of the measure is representa-
tive of the environment being considered. Sinclair showed that the derived items
in the ESES were representative of the characteristics of the defined environ-
mental variables.
Bender (1971) and McKay (1971) assumed that content validity for the
original ESES could be transferred to the revised ESES but still made a
systematie effort to analyze the instrument for content validity. After admini-
stering the instrument in each school, members of the data collection team
reviewed evident problems and diseovered that the following four items generated
frequent and considerable misunderstanding;
- Many of the teachers go out of their way to help students.
- Students do not get any special favors in this school.
- Students that the prineipal and teachers know will have
it easier in this school.
- Teachers seldom take their classes to the library so
that students can look up information.
Since misunderstanding about the meaning of these items constituted a threat to
content validity. Bender and McKay excluded the above items from their analysis.
Using a similar process, members of the data collection team for the
present investigation were consulted and reported that there were repeated
questions and problems regarding the following items:
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14, Students do not get any special favors in this classroom.
15. Many students like to stay around after class is over.
21. Students know who the most important people are in
this classroom.
27. The teacher seldom takes this class to the library so
that students can look up information.
49. If students are unhappy in this class, the teacher will
call their parents.
It should be noted that items 14 and 27 are virtually the same as two of the items
which Bender and McKay excluded from their analj^ses. Given the threat to
content validity posed by the difficulty students had in understanding the meaning
of each of these items, they are all excluded from the analysis of data.
Further systematic examination of the instrument by Bender and McKay
led them to conclude that the items reflected the appropriate environmental
variables with the possible exception of the following item:
- Most of the teachers in this school are unfriendly.
Thus, to strengthen the construct of the Morale and Resources factors, this
item was associated with Morale rather than with the Resources variable.
Based on these conclusions, the similar item in the present investigation,
number 17, is included in the Morale variable.
A similar investigation was undertaken in the present study to determine
if the items in the instrument represented characteristics of the defined en-
vironmental variables. This investigation determined that since the school
playground was frequently utilized by a mixture of students from different
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classrooms the following item was not appropriate for measuring classroom
educational environment:
31. Many students in this class do not behave while they
are on the playground.
This item was therefore excluded from the final analysis.
Support for the construct validity of the ESES was provided by McKay
(1971) through a replication of the factor analytic procedures used by Sadlcer
(1971). It is likely that if Sadker’s constructs are valid, they should be supported
when the same factor analytic procedures are replicated with new data. McKay
faced two problems in this attempt. First, Sadker used two separate populations
for this study, students who completed form A and students who completed form
B of the original ESES. Sadker performed separate factor analyses of each
group and then combined the findings to form the new instrument. McKay used
a single population. Second, in factor anal3dic studies it is mathematically
desirable, to have a sample twice as large as the number of variables. This was
not possible in McKay's analysis and therefore deceptively liigh results may
have occurred in the factor loadings.
Nevertheless, McKay's results (pp. 53-56) yielded strong support for
the six factors derived by Sadker. Although the results were not substantial
enough to provide conclusive support for the six enviromnental factors, McKay
indicated that there was sufficient agreement between the two analyses to infer
adequate construct validity. At the same time, because of the low communality
level of the following item, it was excluded from the final analysis:
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- Students here are verj^ quick to tell teachers about
things that should be changed.
Based on McKay’s findings, the similar item in the classroom edition is excluded
from the analyses of data in the present study.
Since the changes made in constructing the classroom edition of the
ESES were minor, it can probably be assumed that construct validity can be trans-
ferred to this edition. Nevertheless, to gather data which is likely to be helpful
in further refinement of the instrument and which will provide further evidence
concerning construct validity, a factor analysis of the data was performed. Items
already rejected because of inadequate content validity were excluded from this
analysis; all other items were included. The results, presented in Table 4,
show lower factor loadings for many items than those originally obtained by
Sadker and raise serious questions about the construct validity of the Humanism
factor. Of additional importance, Involvement and Autonomy, both of which are
important in the hypotheses for the present study, have relatively high factor
loadings.
Finally, based on both the present investigation and earlier studies,
seven items, 9, 14, 15, 21, 31, and 49 were excluded from the analysis of
data. An additional item, 17, is associated with the Morale variables rather
than the Resources variable with which it was originally associated. The full
grouping of ESES items by factors is included in Appendix Al,
Given these changes and the results of both the earlier and recent
investigations, it can be assumed that the classroom edition of the ESES has
Table 4
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Comparison of Factor Loadings for ESES*
Item Involvement Hiunan-
ism
Autonomy
—I'Acroit
Morale Equity Resources
11
.66
25
.
85
35
.70 (-.62)
37
.76 (-. 32)
41
.72 (-.55)
48
.70 (-.70)
16
.66
18
.77
22
.46
23
.42
26
.76
33
.90
10
. 82 (-.63)
12 NF (-.66)
19
.57 (-.50)
32 NF (-.41)
40
.50
47
.35 (-.47)
17 NF
24
. 55 (-. 38)
29
.58 (-.47)
34
.78 (-.62)
43
.78 (-.43)
44
.48
20
.68 (. 37)
30 NF
36 NF
39
-.37
46 NF (.62)
50
.
81
13
-.51
28 NF
38
-.40 (-.56)
42
-.35 (-.56)
45 NF (-.40)
*\Vlicrc possible, two factors loadings arc reported for each item. Factor
loadings in parenthesis arc those obtained by the present cross-validation. The
other factor loadings are those reported by Sadker (1971). New items generated
by Sadlcer were not factored (NF). Items receiving less than .30 loadings in the
present analysis are not reported.
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content and construct validity at a level of confidence that permits its use for
research purposes, but not at a level of confidence that permits one to interpret
findings without taking into consideration the fact that the validity could be
strengthened and needs further examiniation. As Cronbach (1970, p, 121) has
noted,
. .
construct validity is established through a long-continued interplay
between observation, reason, and imagination, " Further refinement of the
ESES is needed, and continued collection of evidence is necessary if construct
validity is to be established.
The *'This I Believe" Test (TIB). The TIB was developed specifically as
a measure of conceptual or belief systems by O. J. Harvey and his associates
(1966, 1968, 1970a). The individual is asked to indicate beliefs about a number
of socially and personally relevant eoncept referents by completing in two or
three sentences the phrase, 'This I believe about . " The blanlc
is successively replaced by references such as "religion, " "friendship, " and
"the American way of life, " The full test is included in Appendix B2,
Respondents are classified into one of the four conceptual systems
hypothesized by Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder (1961) through an analysis of their
individual responses. Criteria used in this analysis include (Harvey, 1972):
degree of complexity, openness, candor, optimism, externality, evaluativeness,
and cynicism.
More specifically, respondents are classified into the four systems
based on the following criteria (Harvey, 1970a, pp. 72-73):
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SystGm I : If their completions denote such attributes as
high absolutism, high tautologicalness, high frequency
of platitudes and normative statements, high ethnocentrism,
high religiosity, polarized judgements, and identification
with the dominant American motif.
System 2 : If in addition to being highly evaluative and
absolute they express strong cynical attitudes toward
such referents as ’’marriage, ” ’’religion, ” and others
reflective of the dominant American theme without
giving much thought to the possible results of negating
these referents or consideration of alternatives.
System 3 : If they indicate more relativism and less
evaluativeness than Systems 1 and 2 and at the same time
express more positive beliefs about friendship, people
and general humanism and imply that friendship and/or
people are a necessary and critical aspect of their
existence.
System 4 : If their responses imply a high degree of
novelty and appropriateness, independence without
negativism, high relativism and contingency of thought,
openness to new information, the general use of multiple
dimensions instead of single dimensions in their judge-
ments and statements that are highly integrated and
informationally loaded.
Harvey (1970a) reports high reliability for the instrument. Specifically,
interjudge reliability of the TIB scores, based on six specific comparisons,
has been
. 91, Test-retest reliabilities, within one week and after six months,
has been in the high . 80's.
Construct validity of the instrument remains unsubstantiated. As
indicated in Chapter I, it is still unclear whether the instrument measures the
structural variable of integrative complexity or primarily measures personal
and social content (Kogan, p, 278), In essence, there is no support for the
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assumption that the instrument measures integrative complexity.
The instrument does, however, appear to have considerable concurrent
validity. Harvey and his associates (1966) found that preschool teachers of
concrete and abstract conceptual systems differed markedly in the classroom
environments they created for students. Teachers representing System IV
differed from representatives of System I on all 26 dimensions of classroom
behavior on which they were rated, with statistically significant differences on
14 dimensions. These findings were replicated in a second study (Harvey, et al.
,
1968) in which it was found that teachers’ conceptual systems affect their
resourcefulness, dictatorialness, and punitiveness in the classroom. The most
recent study reported by Harvey (1970b) provided further evidence that there
were significant correlations between teacher conceptual systems as measured
by the TIB and teacher classroom behavior. These studies are reviewed in
detail in Chapter II,
Harvey and his associates have developed another test, the Conceptual
Systems Test (CST) which is designed to measure the same basic constructs.
Harvey reports (1970a) that the TIB is superior in identifying System IV
individuals. He attributes this to the fact that the TIB is sensitive to both the
openness and complexity of responses, both of which are weighted heavily in
classifying individuals as representing System IV while the CST measures
neither of these factors. Harvey's judgment in this respect contributed
heavily to the decision to use the TIB and not the CST in the present study.
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The Student Self-Conception Test (SSCT)
. The Student Self- Conception
Test was originally designed by Harvey and Prather and was first reported by
Harvey (1970b). The test asks students to report on their own thoughts, feelings,
and actions in school and consists of eighteen items which are responded to as
either True or False. Harvey and Prather administered the test to 900 students
in kindergarten through sixth grade, with the items being read aloud to the
younger children. The complete SSCT is presented in Appendix B3.
Cluster analysis procedures (Tryon and Bailey, 1970) were used to
isolate four variables which appeared to correspond to the behavioral correlates
of the four conceptual systems. The four variables were tentatively labeled
as Need for Structure, Hostility, Sociability, and Independence. The grouping
of SSCT items by factors is included in Appendix A2. Harvey and Prather
(Harvey, 1970b) also found that there were significant correlations between
these variables and student perceptions of the classroom environment. These
correlations, which were similar to those hypothesized by the investigators,
provided some limited evidence concerning the concurrent validity of the
instrument.
To obtain further evidence concerning construct validity of the SSCT,
a factor analysis of the present data was performed. The results are reported
in Table 5 and show low to moderate factor loadings for most items. These
findings were similar to those originally reported by Hanmy and Prather and
indicate sufficient construct validity to justify further use of the SSCr in
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Table 5
Factors and Loadings for SSCT
Harvey-P rather Present
_FactorI: Sociability Study study
21. I like almost everybody in my class
.61
.39
24. Most children are fun to play with
.
55
.43
13. I like to work with other children
.50 .52
10. I get along with the other children
in my class
.43
.46
11. I like to have lots of friends .41 .45
19. I get along well with my teachers
most of the time
.34 .25
12. I feel bad when other children get
mad at me .27 .25
16. If I could I’d fight with lots of people -.26 -.26
Factor 1 1: Independence
8. When the class is noisy it bothers me -.51 -.47
18. It’s 0, K. if other children talk to me
or hang around when I’m working .45 .34
17. If I’m not sure what we are doing in
our school work it makes me feel scared
or worried -. 40 -.48
12. I feel bad when other children get
mad at me -.31 -.49
14. I like to be told exactly what work to do
and how to do it. -.25 -.25
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Table 5 (continued)
Harvey-Prather Present
Factor III: Hostility Study Study
22. I'd like to fight anybody who tries
to push me around
.62 .49
16. If I could I'd fight with lots of people .52 .55
9. Sometimes I get mad at my teacher
, 35 .27
20. 1 like it when I can do things my own
way
.
33 .24
19. I get along well with my teachers most
of the time -.27 -.45
12. I feel bad when other children get
mad at me -.45
Factor IV: Need for Structure
23. I lil^e to work by myself .42 .34
8. When the class is noisy it bothers me .41 .56
9. Sometimes I get mad at my teacher 35 -.27
19, I get along well with my teachers most
of the time .26 . 39
14, I like to be told exactly what work to
do and how to do it. .24 . 19
18. It's 0, K. if other children talk to me
or hang around when I'm working -. 46
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empirical research. At the same time, these findings, and the questionable
use of some items in more than one factor, suggests a need for continued
refinement of the instrument.
No data concerning the reliability of the instrument was available from
earlier studies. To provide some information in this regard, a generalized
split-half reliability test was performed. The results, described in Table 6,
indicate moderate reliability for each of the variables. As noted by Hoffmeister
(1972), the small number of items in each variable creates smaller coefficients
and the reliability estimates are, therefore, likely to be somewhat misleading.
The results also show significant negative correlations between Independence and
Need for Structure, and between Hostility and Sociability, which are to be
expected from the nature of the constructs.
Table 6
Correlation Matrix from Generalized Split-Half Reliability Test
for SSCT
Factor Need for Structure
Factor
Hostility Sociability Independence
Need for Structure .428*
Hostility -.458 .525
Sociability .277 -.648 .579
Independence -.708 .428 -.381 .446
*Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha
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In summnry
,
©nch of the throe instruments employed in the present
investigation has adequate reliability and validity to permit their further use in
empirical research studies. At the same time, content and construct validity
has not been fully established for any of the instruments, and the reliability
of both the ESES and SSCT could be improved. Thus, interpretation of the
results of the present study must take into consideration the limitations of the
instrumentation and should be viewed with humility.
The results of the ESES were summarized in terms of variable scores
for each student, total "correct” responses for each student, a variable score
for each classroom, and a mean total of "positive" responses for each classroom.
The results of the TIB were summarized in terms of a variable score for each
teacher, and the results of the SSCT were summarized in terms of a variable
score for each student. The data from all of the instruments were prepared for
analysis. Specific hypotheses for the study were then investigated by statistical
examination of the differences between teachers with the varied conceptual
systems for each of the environmental variables and across environmental
variables, and between the environmental perceptions of students who were
similar to their teacher in conceptual system and those students who were
dissimilar. The next chapter describes these analyses.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
This chapter describes the analysis and interpretation of data obtained
in the present study. After preparing the data for analysis, the relationship
between teacher conceptual systems and the educational environment of the
sampled classrooms is examined through analysis of variance procedures. This
determines the acceptance or rejection of the first three hypotheses. The
relationship between student and teacher conceptual system similarity and
student perceptions of the classroom educational environment is then examined
through similar procedures. This analysis determines the acceptance or
2
rejection of the fourth hypothesis. Additionally, a cj procedure is employed
to provide estimates of the strength of the relationships between teacher con-
ceptual systems and the environmental sub-factors, and between student and
teacher coneeptual system similarity and student perceptions of the classroom
environment.
Preparation of the Data
Environment Variables. Student responses to the Elementary School
Environment Survey (ESES) were transferred from optical scanning sheets to
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computer cards. Using a computer program developed by Fred Dowaliby of
the University of Massachusetts, items were grouped according to factors and
both factor scores and total ’’correct" responses were obtained for each student.
Next, mean scores were calculated for each classroom. Thus, each variable
score for a single classroom represents the mean number of responses in the
keyed direction for that variable. Each of the variables, with the exception of
Resources, had a maximum total of six "correct" responses. There were five
"correct" responses possible for Resources. The means for the six environ-
ment scores and the total "correct" responses for each class are depicted in
Table 7. Means and standard deviations across classes are presented in Table
8, A frequency distribution of classroom scores for each variable was pre-
pared after converting each of the factor scores into standard score equivalents.
These distributions are displayed in Appendix C, The distributions for the
variables of Involvement, Autonomy, Morale, and Resources appeared to
approximate normal curves. The distributions for Humanism and Equity did
not.
Teacher Conceptual Systems. Teacher answer booklets for the "This I
Believe" Test were mailed to O, J. Harvey at the University of Colorado for
scoring. Each test was scored by two individuals, Harvey and an associate,
for conceptual systems and for each of the following dimensions: openness,
candor, evaluativeness, externality, cynicism, optimism, and complexity.
The two evaluators reached complete agreement on the systems scores for
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Mean Educational Environment Scores Per Classroom
Classroom
Number
Involve-
ment
Human-
Lsm
Auton-
omy Morale Equity
Re-
sources
Total
Positive
00000 4.29 2.95 4.57 3.67 2. 86 2. 10 20.43
00001 4.27 3.32 4.23 3.73 3.05 2. 82 21.41
00002 4. 32 3.63 3.63 2.95 3.42 2. 16 20. 11
00100 3.50 2.79 3.58 3.25 3.42 3. 09 19.54
00101 2.92 2.63 2.50 2. 17 3.04 2.33 15.58
00102 3.35 2.84 3.03 2.84 3.13 2.32 17.52
00103 4. 25 3.21 3.07 3.43 3.21 2.21 19.39
00200 4. 19 3.59 3.67 3. 19 3. 11 2.74 20.48
00201 3.50 2.83 2.00 2.33 2.67 3. 17 16.50
00202 3.22 3.26 3.78 2.61 3.61 2.57 19.04
00203 4. 16 3.79 4. 16 3.26 3.37 3.21 21.95
00204 4.59 4.00 2.88 4.24 3.47 2.65 21. 82
00300 2.67 2.52 3.44 2. 11 3.22 1.37 15.33
00301 4.59 3.05 3.32 3.32 3.73 2.55 20.55
00302 4. 14 3.41 2. 82 3.77 3.82 2.91 20. 86
00303 4.79 3.71 2.25 4.38 3.42 2.46 21. 00
00304 4.80 3.40 2.44 4.08 3.85 2. 35 20.92
00310 3.36 2.20 3.40 2. 12 2.84 1.76 15.68
00312 4.32 3.96 3.08 4.00 3.56 1.72 20.64
00313 3.08 3.24 3.12 2. 12 3.04 1.36 15.96
00314 4.35 3.42
«
2.85 4. 15 3.73 1.77 20. 27
00320 3.96 3.43 4.00 4. 13 3.78 1.78 21.09
00400 3.24 2.60 3.68 2.68 3.00 2.76 17.96
00401 2.70 2.22 3.57 1.87 3.74 1. 87 15.96
Table 7 (continued) 93
Classroom
Number
Involve-
ment
Human-
ism
Auto-
omy Morale Equity
Re-
sources
Total
Pos itive
01100 4.60 4.04 3.92 3.76 3.84 3.28 23.44
01101 4.52 4.16 3. 16 4.44 3.80 2.92 23. 00
0110? 4.64 3.64 2. 32 3.43 3.57 2.64 20.25
01200 4. 17 2.78 1.91 3.61 3.82 2.57 18. 87
01201 5. 00 3.64 2.64 4.52 3.52 1. 84 20.96
01203 4. 86 2.66 3. 17 3.90 3.90 1.62 20. 10
01204 4. 32 3.55 2.50 3.23 3.95 2. 18 19.73
01210 2.74 1.96 3. 13 2.48 3.30 1. 87 15.48
01211 4. 00 2.33 3.78 3.78 3.67 2. 11 19.57
01212 3. 88 2.00 2.40 2.84 3.68 1.20 16.00
01300 3.53 3.41 3.35 2.53 2.94 2.71 18.47
01301 4.63 2.75 4. 19 3.44 3.63 3.63 22.25
01400 4.94 3.28 3.33 3.72 3.89 2. 17 21. 33
01401 3.57 2.79 2.93 1.96 3.86 2. 18 17.29
01402 4.15 3. 15 4.46 3.31 3.35 2.27 20.69
01403 4. 14 3.43 3. 19 2.43 3.81 2.43 19.43
01404 3.96 3.04 3.67 2.37 3.33 2.22 18. 59
01410 5.05 3.38 3.62 4.71 3.38 2.42 22.67
V 01411 4.50 2.80 3.55 2.75 3.70 2.70 20.00
02200 4.48 4.09 3. 83 4.00 3.35 3.48 23.22
02201 5.06 4.06 3. 89 4.50 3.72 4.00 25.22
02400 3.33 3.67 3.30 2.52 3.59 2.37 18.78
02401 4.22 3.57 2.74 4. 17 3.61 1.91 20.22
02402 5. 15 3..90 2.46 4.23 3.35 2.19 21.35
02403 3.92 2.96 2.92 2.08 3.67 1.29 16. 83
02404 3.50 2.59 2.68 2.91 3.32 2.05 17.05
02410 4.36 3.27 2.64 3.59 3.77 1.91 19. 55
03100 3. 80 2.93 4.40 3.07 3.33 2.67 20.20
Table
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each of the teachers. The distribution of conceptual systems scores for the
fifty-two teachers is displayed in Table 9,
Table 9
Conceptual Systems Scores for Teachers on the
"This I Believe" Test
Conceptual Systems Number of Teachers Percentage of Teachers
System I 30 57.7%
System 1
1
3 5.8%
System III 8 15, 4%
System IV 11 21,1%
Student Conceptual Systems. The Student Self-Conception Tests were
mailed to the Test Analysis and Development Corporation in Boulder, Colorado
for scoring by Dr, James Hoffmeister and his associates. Individual item
responses were scored and cluster analj^ses performed using the Tryon and
Bailey system, of cluster analysis (Tryon and Bailey, 1970), Overall scores
on each dimension ranged from 1. 00 to 2, 00 and the cutoff points for dividing
the scores into low versus high on any given dimension were; 1,69 (Need for
Structure), 1.69 (Hostility), 1.89 (Sociability), and 1.59 (Independence). Of
the 1, 180 students sampled, 277 scored below the cutoff point for all of the
dimensions. Each of the remaining 903 students scored above the cutoff point
96
in either one or two dimensions. Based on these scores, each of the 903
students was categorized as having one conceptual system or a mixture of two
conceptual systems. These categorizations are displayed in Table 10.
The data collected and prepared for each of the major variables were
then analyzed for the purpose of accepting or rejecting the four m.ajor hypotheses.
Teacher Conceptual Systems and Classroom
Educational Environment
The first three hypotheses, developed in Chapter II, are restated
below:
There will be significantly higher scores for
Involvement in the classroom educational
environment of System III and System IV
teachers than in the classroom educational
environment of System 1 teachers.
H2: There will be significantly higher scores for
Autonomy in the classroom educational environ-
ment of System III and Svtem IV teachers than
in the classroom educational environment of
System I teachers.
Hg: There will be a significantly higher number of
total positive responses across environmental
variables in the classrooms of System IV teachers
than in the classrooms of System I, System II,
and System III teachers.
These hypotheses were tested by first dividing the students into four groups
based on their teacher’s conceptual systems. Thus, if a teacher was designated
as System I, all students in the corresponding class were placed in the System
I group. Student responses on the ESES were then used to obtain mean scores
97
Table 10
Conceptual Systems Scores for Students on the Student
Self-Conception Test
Conceptual
Systems
Behavioral Correlates
Measured by SSCT
Number of
Students
Percentage of
Students
System I Need for Structure 151 12, 8%
System I and
System II
Need for Structure
and Hostility 3
.3%
System I and
System III
Need for Structure
and Sociability 131 11. 1%
System I and
System IV
Need for Structure
and Independence 10 .9%
System II Hostility 52 4,4%
System II and
System III
Hostility and
Sociability 0 0%
System III and
System IV
Hostility and
Independence 106 9.0%
System III Sociability 227 19.2%
System I II and
System IV
Sociability and
Independence 50 4.2%
System IV Independence 173 14. 7%
Below Cutoff
for all
Dimensions 277 23.4%
Means
and
Standard
Deviations
for
Environment
Variables
in
Classrooms
of
Teachers
with
Each
of
the
Conceptual
Systems
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and standard deviations for each of the six environment variables and for the
total positive or ’’correct" responses within each of the four groups. These
results are presented in Table 11, An F-test was performed on each of the
environment variables and on the total positive responses on the ESES to
determine whether significant differences existed between the four groups.
Where the I ratios were significant, the Neuman-Keuls procedure was used to
compare pairs of groups in order to determine the specific significant
differences.
The results of the analysis of variance, reported in Table 12, did not
support the first hypothesis. These results show no significant differences for
Involvement in the classroom educational environment between teachers with
conceptual systems I, II, III, or IV.
Table 12
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual
Systems in Terms of Classroom Involvement
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups
.
5620 3 . 1873 . 0832*
Within Groups 2651.2890 1177 2,2526
Total 2651. 8510 1180
*Not significant
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The second hypothesis was supported by both the analysis of variance
and the Neuman-Keuls procedures. The F test results are summarized in
Table 13 and show a significant difference for Autonomy in the classroom
environments of teachers with varied conceptual systems.
Table 13
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual
Systems in Terms of Classroom Autonomy
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
S quare F Ratio
Between Groups 40,4545 3 13.4848 7.5308***
Within Groups 2107,5759 1177 1,7906
Total 2148, 0305 1180
***p < .001
Post hoc contrasts were then performed on all pairs of means for the variable
of Autonomy using the Neuman-Keuls procedure. As indicated by Hays (1963,
p. 483) this type of post hoc comparison "is applicable only to the situation
where a preliminary analysis of variance and F test has shown over-all
significance. It is not a device for rescuing poor experiments by data juggling.
"
An implicit assumption in the Neuman-Keuls procedure is equal sample sizes.
Because the treated groups (Systems I, II, III, and IV) in the present study
are unequal in size it was felt that an acceptable approach was to use the mean
/f
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for the total sample (N=295).* The basic results for this procedure as applied
to the variable of Autonomy are summarized in Table 14,
The results of this analysis show that the classroom of System III
teachers (p < . 01) and System IV teachers (p < . 05) scored significantly
higher in Autonomy than the classrooms of System I teachers. Thus, the
second hypothesis was supported. Additionally, significant differences were
found between the classrooms of System III and System II teachers (p < . 01)
and between System III and System IV teachers (p < . 05), with System III
teachers scoring significantly higher in Autonomy in both cases.
An additional test was employed to provide an estimate of the strength
of the relationship between System I teachers and Autonomy in the classroom
educational environment and between System III teachers and Autonomy in the
classroom educational environment. As Hays (1963, p. 322) indicates, "a
significant result leads to the inference that some association exists, but in no
sense does this mean that an important degree of association necessarily
exists, ” To arrive at a more accurate measure of the relationship between the
two variables, Hays (p, 325) suggests that the researcher determine the
proportion of variance in one accounted for by the other or the omega value
*The power of the Neuman-Keuls test and its adaptation to unequal sizes
is described in B, J, Winer, Statistical Principles in Experimental Design, New
York: McGraw Hill, 1962, For additional information on this test see Jerome C.
Meyers, Fimdamentals of Experimental Design , 2nd edition. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, 1972.
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Table 14
Neuman-Keuls Test of Differences in Classroom Autonomy
for Teachers with Each of the Four Conceptual Systems
Systems Means Differences Between Means
System I 3.0904
System II 3.2278
.
1374
System I 3,0904
System III 3,5909
.
5005**
System I 3.0904
System IV 3,3626 ,.2722*
System II 3.2278
System III 3.5909 . 3631**
System 1
1
3,2278
System IV 3.3626 . 1348
System III 3,5909
System IV 3.3626 ,2583*
*p < . 05
**p <
.
01
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squared (05^) , While a significant result on an F or t test indicates that it is
relatively safe to conclude that some relationship exists, it is not indicative
of the degree of association between the variables (counter-intuitively, this is
so even with F ratios far-exceeding required significance levels). The estimate
o
of indicates the degree of association. As Hays states (p, 328), "it seems
far more reasonable to follow up a finding that is both significant and indicates
a strong degree of association than to tie this course of action to significance
level alone,
"
Thus, to obtain an estimate of the degree of association between System
I teachers and Autonomy, and between System III teachers and Autonomy, the
value of CO 2 was calculated for thise pairs of groups where significant differences
existed. The value of t was determined first and was then employed in the
following formula (Hays, p, 326):
est. CO ^ i—zJ:
t^ + + N 2 - 1
The results, presented in Table 15, indicate that teacher conceptual Systems I
and III each account for approximately 1 to 2 per cent of the variance in Autonomy
in the classroom educational environment. Although the degree of association
is relatively low in each case, the results provide some additional evidence
that there are relationships between both System I and System III teachers and
Autonomy in the classroom educational environment. Thus, future experimental
research concerning the nature of these relationships appears to be warranted.
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Table 15
2
CO Test of Degree of Association Between Classroom
Autonomy and Teacher Conceptual Systems
Systems t est. C«1 ^
Systems 1 and III 4.62
.024
Systems I and IV 2.94
.008
Systems 1 1 and III 1.94
.011
Systems III and IV 2.30
.010
The results of the analysis of variance for the total positive responses
in the classrooms of teachers with the four conceptual systems have direct
bearing on the third hypothesis and are detailed in Table 16.
Table 16
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual
Systems in Terms of Total Positive Responses on the ESES
Source of Sum of Mean
Variance Squares df Square F Ratio
Between Groups 112. 2577 3 37.4192 2.0030*
Within Groups 21988.6635 1177 18.6820
Total 22100,9213 1180
*Not significant
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The mean number of total positive responses in the classrooms of System IV
teachers was higher than the mean for classrooms of each of the other groups
of teachers, however the magnitude of the differences was not significant.
Thus, although a trend consistent with the third hypothesis is suggested, the
difference failed to reach significance.
The differences between the classrooms of System I, System II,
System III, and System IV teachers for each of the other environment variables
was examined through the use of F tests. The results of these analyses of
variance are summarized in Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20,
An examination of Table 18 reveals that there were significant
differences for Morale in the classroom educational environments of teachers
between the four conceptual systems. No significant differences were found
between the four groups for any of the other three environment variables.
The finding of significant differences for Morale suggested the value
of further investigation of the relationship between teacher conceptual systems
and Morale in the classroom educational environment. To this end, post hoc
comparisons were performed on all pairs of means using the Neuman-Keuls
test. The results of this analysis are provided in Table 21. Additionally,
2
to determine the degree of association between variables, the value of CO
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Table 17
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual Systems
in Terms of Classroom Humanism
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 7. 2998 3 2.4333 1.2569*
Within Groups 2278.5173 1177 1,9359
Total 2285, 8171 1180
*Not significant
Table 18
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual Systems
in Terms of Classroom Morale
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 15,4808 3 5, 1603 2.6719**
Within Groups 2273, 1796 1177 1.9313
Total 2588,6605 1180
< .05
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Table 19
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual Systems
in Terms of Classroom Equity
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 5.9228 3 1.9743 1,6241^
Within Groups 1430. 7767 1177 1.2156
Total 1436. 6994 1180
Not significant
Table 20
Analysis of Variance Between the Four Teacher Conceptual Systems
in Terms of Classroom Resources
Source of Sum of Mean
Variance Squares df Square F Ratio
Between Groups 7. 1478 3 2. 3826 1.6717^
Within groups 1677.5059 1177 1. 4252
Total 1684,6537 1180
Not significant
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Table 21
Neuman-Keuls Test of Differences in Classroom Morale for
Teachers with Each of the Four Conceptual Systems
Systems Means Differences Between Means
System I 3.3148
System II 2.9367
.
3781**
System I 3.3148
System III 3. 1364
.
1784
System I 3.3148
System IV 3.3626 .0478
System II 2.9367
System III 3. 1364 . 1997
System II 2.9367
System IV 3.2626 .4289**
System III 3. 1364
System IV 3.3626 .2362
< . 01
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was calculated for those pairs of groups where significant differences had been
discovered. These results are presented in Table 22.
Table 22
2
CO Test of Degree of Association Between Classroom
Morale and Teacher Conceptual Systems
Systems t est. w ^
Systems I and II 2,60 .008
Systems 1 1 and IV 2.64 .017
The results of the Neuman-Keuls test indicate that the classrooms of
System II teachers scored significantly lower in Morale (p < . 01) than the
classrooms of System I and System IV teachers. System II teachers also scored
lower than System III teachers, although the magnitude of the difference was
not significant. The estimated CO^ values indicate that only a small degree of
association, 1 to 2 per cent, exists between System II teachers and Morale.
Nevertheless, taken together, these findings suggest that there may be a
negative relationship between System II teachers and Morale in the classroom
educational environment. Thus, it appears lilcely that the reported findings
warrant specific attention in future research.
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Teacher and Student Conceptual System Similaritity and
Student Perceptions of the Classroom Educational
Environment
The fourth hypothesis, developed in Chapter II, is restated as follows:
There will be a significantly higher number of
total positive responses across environmental
variables by those students whose conceptual
systems are similar to their teacher's than by
those students whose conceptual systems are
dissimilar to their teacher's.
This hypothesis was tested by first examining the scores for each student on
the Student Self-Conception Test and determining whether that student was
similar or dissimilar to the teacher in conceptual system. The behavioral cor-
relates of conceptual system obtained from the SSCT were compared with the
results for the teacher on the TIB to make that determination. Thus, for
example, if the teacher in the class was classified as System I, a student
scoring highest in Need for Structure (System I) was considered similar and a
student scoring highest in Lidependence (System IV) was considered dissimilar .
Only those students who were clearly similar or dissimilar to the teacher were
included in the testing of the hypothesis. Individual students who scored high
on two disparate categories such as Need for Structure (System I) and Independence
(System IV) were not included, nor were students who scored below the cut-off
points in all categories. Using this system, two relatively extreme groups of
200 and 178 students were created and were used to test the hypothesis.
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Table 23
Means and Standard Deviations for Environment Variables in the Groups
of Students Similar and Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual
System
Environment
Variables
1
Similar
(n=200)
Dissimilar
(n=178)
Mean SD Mean SD
1. Involvement 4,5850 1,2125 3.5730 1.4873
2, Humanism 3.5650 1,2822 2,7416 1,2758
3. Autonomy 3,3450 1,3584 3, 1517 1. 3632
4. Morale 3,6800 1,2985 2,9888 1.4575
5, Equity 3.6750 .9655 3,2809 1. 0360
6, Resources 2,6250 1,2048 2,2135 1,2071
7. Total Positive
Responses 21,4750 3,3714 17,9494 4,0159
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The responses on the Elementary School Environment Survey for each
of these two groups were then analyzed. Means and standard deviations for
each variable and for total positive responses were calculated and are presented
in Table 23. An F Test was then used to determine if the responses of the two
groups were significantly different.
The results of the analysis of variance, indicated in Table 24, provided
sufficient evidence to accept the fourth hypothesis. These results showed that
those students whose conceptual systems were similar to the teacher’s recorded
a significantly greater number of total positive responses across environment
variables than those students whose conceptual systems were dissimilar to the
teacher’s.
Table 24
Analysis of Variance for Total Positive Responses Between Students
Similar and Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Sources of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 1170.6171 1 1170.6171 86.0273***
Within Groups 5116.4199 376 13.6075
Total 6287.0370 377
***p < . 001
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Also, to provide an estimate of the degree of association between
teacher and student conceptual system match or mismatch and student per-
ceptions of the classroom educational environment, the value of was
calculated for the two groups for the total positive responses on the ESES. The
result of this procedure, included in Table 31 (p, 114), indicates that the
match or mismatch between student and teacher conceptual systems accounts
for approximately 19 per cent of the variance in student perceptions of the
classroom educational environment. Given both the significance level of the
F test and this relatively high degree of association, a follow-up experimental
study appears likely to be profitable.
Although no hypotheses were advanced concerning the relationship
between student and teacher conceptual system similarity or dissimilarity
and student perceptions of the six environment variables, analyses of
variance were performed and indicated significant differences. These results
are summarized in Tables 25 through 30.
An examination of the results of the analyses of variance reveals
significant differences at the ,001 level between the similar and dissimilar
groups for the variables of Involvement, Humanism, Morale, and Equity, and
significant differences at the .01 level for the variable of Resources. There
2
were no significant differences between the two groups for Autonomy. The W
values were then calculated in order to provide an estimate of the degree of
association between student and teacher conceptual system similarity or
Table 25
Analysis of Variance for Involvement Between Students Similar and
Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F, Ratio
Between Groups 96.4473 1 96.4473 53.0097***
Within Groups 684. 1056 376 1. 8194
Total 780.5529 377
< . 001
Table 26
Analysis of Variance for Humanism Between Students Similar
and Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 63. 8570 1 63. 8570 39.0240***
Within Groups 615.2674 376 1.6363
Total 679. 1243 377
< . 001
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Table 27
Analysis of Variance for Autonomy Between Students Similar and
Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 3.5196 1 3.5196 1.9011*
Within Groups 696.0995 376 1,8513
Total 699.6190 377
*Not significant
Table 28
Analysis of Variance for Morale Between Students Similar and
Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 44.9998 1 44.9998 23.7804***
Within Groups 711.4975 376 1. 8923
Total 756. 4974 377
< , 001
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Table 29
Analysis of Variance for Equity Between Students Similar and
Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 14.6276 1 14.6276 14.6342***
Within Groups 375. 8301 376 .9995
Total 390.4577 377
***p < . 001
Table 30
Analysis of Variance for Resources Between Students Similar
and Dissimilar to the Teacher in Conceptual System
Source of
Variance
Sum of
Squares df
Mean
Square F Ratio
Between Groups 15.9490 1 15.9490 10.9679**
Within Groups 546.7626 376 1.4542
Total 562.7116 377
< . 01
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dissimilarity and student perceptions of Involvement, Humanism, Morale,
Equity, and Resources. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 31.
Table 31
2Cb Test of Degree of Association Between Student and Teacher Con-
ceptual System Similarity cr Dissimilarity and Student Per-
ceptions of the Classroom Environment
Environmental Factors t
Involvement 7.06 .116
Humanism 6.22 .092
Morale 5, 14 .064
Equity 3.76 ,034
Resources 3. 10 .021
Total Positive Responses 9.54 . 193
, These results indicate that the match or mismatch between student and
teacher conceptual systems accoimts for approximately 12 per cent of the
variance in student perceptions of Involvement in the classroom educational
1
environment, approximately 9 per cent of the variance in perceptions of
Humanism, 6 per cent of the variance in perceptions of Morale, and less than
4 per cent of the variance in perceptions of both Equity and Resources.
Considering both the significance level of the F test and the relatively high
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degree of association, further experimental studies to help determine definite
cause and effect relationships between student and teacher conceptual system
match and the variable of Involvement appear to be warranted. Follow-up
studies concerning the variables of Humanism, Morale, Equity, and Resources
may also be of value, although the degree of association in each of these cases
is less.
The overall results of both the testing of the fourth hypothesis and the
examination of the differences between the similar and dissimilar groups for
each of the six variables and for the total positive responses on the ESES
suggests a significant relationship between student and teacher conceptual
system similarity or dissimilarity and student perceptions of the classroom
educational environment. This relationship appears to be strongest for total
positive response and for the variable of Involvement. Given the limits imposed
by using only relatively extreme groups, as well as the other delimitations of
this study, it would be premature to recommend immediate changes in schooling
based on these findings without considering the need for continued inquiry into
the complexities and problems of student and teacher match. Nevertheless,
these findings do make it clear that the relationship between student and
teacher match or mismatch in conceptual systems and the classroom environ-
ment deserves the careful scrutiny and continued consideration of teachers.
administrators, and researchers.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
This chapter provides a summary of the findings of the present study,
draws conclusions related to these findings, and suggests potentially important
implications for teacher and administrator training, school improvement, and
further research.
Summary
The central purpose of this study was to determine significant relation-
ships between teacher conceptual systems, student conceptual systems, and
student perceptions of the classroom educational environment in selected
elementary schools, A total of 1, 180 students and 52 teachers in twelve
selected schools comprised the sample. Student perceptions of the classroom
educational environment were measured by the Elementary School Environment
Survey (ESES), which assesses the classroom environment along six factors:
Involvement, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Equity and Resources. Teacher
conceptual systems were determined by responses on the "This I Believe"
Test, a sentence completion instrument, and teachers were identified with one
of the four conceptual systems. Student conceptual systems were measured
by student responses on the Student Self-Conception Test, with m.ost students
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classified into one of four categories. These categories, which are believed
to be the behavioral correlates of the four conceptual systems, are: Need for
Structure (System I), Hostility (System II), Sociability (System III), and
Independence (System IV).
Analysis of variance procedures were used to determine if significant
differences existed between the classrooms of teachers with differing conc-
ceptual systems along each of the environmental variables, and for total positive
responses on the ESES. Analysis of variance procedures were also used to
determine if students with conceptual systems similar to the teacher's differed
from students with conceptual systems dissimilar to the teacher's in their
perceptions of the classroom educational environment.
Four hypotheses were stated in Chapter II. Two of these hypotheses
were accepted and two were rejected. The findings of the analysis of variance
showed that scores for Involvement did not differ significantly between the
classrooms of System I teachers and the classrooms of System III and System
IV teachers. Based on this finding, the first hypotheses (H^^) was rejected. The
analysis did show that there were significantly higher scores for Autonomy in
the classroom educational environment of System III (p < .01) and System IV
(p <. .05) teachers than in the classroom educational environment of System I
teachers. Based on this finding, the second hypothesis (II ) was accepted and
a significant negative relationship between System I teachers and Autonomy was
suggested. The absence of significant differences between the scores of teachers
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with the differing conceptual systems for total positive responses led to the
rejection of the third hypothesis, although a trend consistent with the hypothesis
was evidenced.
Two additional significant findings resulted from the analysis of variance
procedures. The scores for Autonomy across the classrooms of System III
teachers were not only significantly higher than those of System I teachers
(p < . 01), but also significantly higher than those of System II (p < .01) and
System IV (p .05) teachers. This finding suggests a significant positive
relationship between System III teachers and Autonomy in the classroom
educational environment. Also, it was found that scores for Morale across the
classrooms of System II teachers were significantly lower than those of System
I (p < .01) and System IV (p < .01) teachers. Finally, no significant
differences were found between the four groups of classrooms for the variables
of Humanism, Equity, or Resources.
The analysis of variance for the environmental perceptions of the
students similar to the teacher in conceptual system and those dissimilar
indicated that significant differences (p < ,001) existed between the two
groups for total positive responses on the ESES, Based on this finding, the
fourth hypothesis (H^) was accepted. Equally important, an analysis of the
data employing a formula revealed that the match or mismatch between
student and teacher conceptual systems accoimted for approximately 19 per
cent of the variance in student {Xirceptions of the classroom educational
environment.
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The analysis of variance for the matched and mismatched groups also
revealed significant differences for the variables of Involvement (p <C .001),
Humanism (p < .001), Morale (p < .001), Equity (p < .001), and Resources
(p < . 01). No significant differences were found for the variable of Autonomy.
Taken together these findings suggest a significant positive relationship
between student and teacher conceptual system similarity and positive student
perceptions of the classroom, educational environment.
Conclusions
The purpose of the present study and the four hypotheses were conceived
in response to three major questions. These questions, originally stated in
Chapter I, are:
1. What is the relationship between teacher conceptual
systems and student perceptions of the classroom
educational environment?
2. What is the relationship between teacher conceptual
systems and teacher ability to radiate a wide variety
of educational environments ?
3. What is the relationship between teacher -student
conceptual system similarity or dissimilarity and
student perceptions of the classroom educational
environment ?
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The conclusions of this investigation, which go beyond merely the acceptance
or rejection of the hypotheses, are stated in relation to these original questions.
1. Teacher Conceptual Systems and Classroom Educational Environment.
The inquiry into the relationship between teacher conceptual systems and class-
room educational environment provided evidence of a significant positive
relationship between System III teachers and Autonomy in the classroom
educational environment and of a significant negative relationship between
System I teachers and Autonomy,
These findings are similar to those obtained by Harvey and his
associates (1966, 1968) using outside observers to measure the behavior of
teachers and students, and by Harvey and Prather (Harvey, 1970) using students
ratings of teachers. The finding that the classrooms of System III teachers had
significantly greater Autonomy than the classrooms of System IV teachers
supported the earlier Murphy and Brown (1970) theoretical description of
System III and System IV teachers. It differed, however, from the early
Harvey study (1966) in which outside observers did not find significant
differences between System III and System IV teachers for the dimensions:
enlistment of child participation, encourage individual responsibility, and need
for structure. One possible conclusion is that while children in the classrooms
of System III teachers do perceive greater Autonomy, outside observers do not.
More important, perhaps, these findings suggest that teachers whose
conceptual systems are characterized by relative closedness, concreteness.
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and simplicity of thought are more likely to contribute to the structuring of
relatively teacher~centered and non~autonomous classroom environments.
Similarly, the findings suggest that teachers whose conceptual systems are
characterized by both relative openness and abstractness of thought and an
emphasis on mutual dependency with others are more likely to foster classroom
environments which encourage student independence and initiative, have more
open communication, and place less emphasis on supervision and obedience
to rules of protocol. Although further experimental research is needed to
ascertain a definite cause and effect relationship, the present study does pro-
vide further evidence that such a relationship might exist,
A significant difference was also discovered between the scores for
Morale across the classrooms of System II teachers and both System I and
System IV teachers, with System II teachers scoring significantly lower. Although
this finding is delimited by the small number of students (n=79) in the classes of
System II teachers, it suggests that teachers whose conceptual systems are
characterized by a high degree of distrust of and rebellion against societal
norms may radiate classroom behavior which fosters an environment character-
ized by a negative student attitude towards the class, poor relations between
learners and teachers, and disruptive student behavior. If, as theorized by
Murphy and Brown, System II teachers do display greater rebelliousness in
the classroom, the present findings may indicate that such behavior on the part
of the teacher encourages similar behavior among the students.
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The failure to find any significant differences for Involvement across
the classrooms of the four different groups of teachers was contrary to one of
the major hypotheses. One possible explanation lies in the formulation of the
hypothesis. This formulation was based, in part, on the earlier Harvey studies
which showed the classes of System I teachers as scoring lower in student
cooperativeness, involvement, and helpfulness. The ESES, on the other hand,
measures student perceptions and there may well be a difference between
Involvement as measured by Alpha press and by Beta press. The ESES variable
of Involvement may measure the student's feeling of involvement and belonging
in the classroom, rather than physical involvement, the apparent focus in the
Harvey study. Thus, one possible conclusion is that students' feelings of
involvement and belongingness in the classroom are not related to the teacher's
conceptual system.
2. Teacher Conceptual Systems and Teacher Ability to Radiate A
Variety of Educational Environments . The findings regarding teacher conceptual
systems and total positive responses by students on the ESES failed to show
significant differences but did suggest a trend. As indicated in Chapter II, a
hypothesis that System IV teacher would have more positive responses by
students on the ESES than teachers with other systems was based on both the
empirical findings of Harvey and his associates showing System IV teachers
scoring higher in a large number of categories, and the hypothesis of Joyce
and Hunt (19G7) that these teachers arc more lilccly to be able to select from a
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wide repertoire of behaviors those which are most appropriate for the student
in a particular situation. The absence of significant differences in the present
study dictates against any firm conclusion in support of the Joyce and Hunt
hypothesis, but the trend reflected in the higher mean score for System IV
teachers suggests that System IV teachers may be meeting the needs of more
students and that further inquiry related to the hypothesis is warranted.
3. Teacher -Student Conceptual System Similarity and Dissimilarity and
Student Perceptions of the Classroom Educational Environment. The finding of
significant differences between the perceptions of the classroom educational
environment of students who were similar to their teacher in conceptual system
and those who were dissimilar for five of the six environmental variables and
for total positive responses leads to the conclusion that there is a significant
positive relationship between student-teacher conceptual system similarity and
positive student perceptions of the classroom environment. The results of
the test suggest a particularly strong relationship between the total positive
responses on the ESES and the match or mismatch of students and teacher.
Finally, an overview of the findings for the present investigation suggests
one additional conclusion. Only two of the environmental variables showed
significant differences between teachers with the varied conceptual systems,
while there were differences between the m.atched and mismatched groups of
students for all but one of the variables. This leads to the tentative conclusion
that the match or mismatch of student and teacher is more significant in
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determining student perceptions of the environment than is the teacher conceptual
system per se. Again, However, further experimental research will be needed
to determine whether such a cause and effect relationship definitely exists.
Implications of the Study
This section presents the implications of the present study for teacher
and administrator training, for improving schools, and for further research.
Implications for Teacher and Administrator Training. The empirical findings
of the present study regarding conceptual systems and classroom educational
environment complement and build upon the empirical work of a number of
educators, including Harvey, Hunt, Joyce, Bloom, and Sinclair (see Chapters
I and II). Taken together with these earlier studies, the present investigation
has important implications for the training of both teachers and administrators.
First, given the considerable evidence that the match or mismatch of
teacher and student conceptual systems is significantly related to student per-
ceptions of the classroom educational environment and that matched students
perceive that environment more positively, it has become increasingly important
that teachers and administrators become knowledgeable with regard to con-
ceptual systems, classroom environment, and student-teacher matching. A
review of the state of the field, however, reveals that these subjects are
virtually ignored in contemporary educators training. In a recent AERA
overview of research on teacher education (Smith, 1971), Robert E. Peck
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wrote: "The only discoverable study ever conducted which tackled the complex
interaction of different teacher types with different pupil types was done by Heil
and Washburne (1962). " The apparent lack of awareness of the work of Harvey,
Hunt, Me Lachlan, Tuckman, and others by one of the more well informed
individuals in the field of teacher education is reflective of the general state
of the field.
The first step toward increasing awareness and knowledgeability should
include familiarizing teacher and administrator trainees with the concept of
educational environment and its importance in influencing the development of
children's personalities, the basic theory of conceptual systems, and the studies
concerning match and mismatch of students and teachers. The second step
should be to help educators develop competency in diagnostic procedures. If
educators are to be able to apply their knowledge to improving educational
environments within their own schools and classrooms, and to matching students,
teachers, and environments, they will need skills in measuring environments,
and in assessing both their own and their students' conceptual systems. Thus,
the educator training process should include familiarizing teachers and admini-
strators with available instruments and teaching them how to use them.
The next step is both the most important and the most difficult. Given
some knowledgeability and minimal competency in diagnosis, how can educators
be trained to create the multiple environments necessary to meet the needs of
individual children, and to effectively match children and environments ? If the
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teacher discovers that his or her conceptual system is III and that 80 per cent
of the students are System I, or if an administrator discovers that 90 per cent
of the teachers are System I and 90 per cent of the pupils System III, how can
the needs of these children be met ?
Possible approaches to the problem are being developed by Joyce (Joyce
and Weil, 1972a; Joyce, et al.
,
1972) and by Hunt (1971) and focus on training
teachers to be able to use a wide variety of teaching styles. Thus, although
System III and System IV teachers may "naturally” foster a classroom
environment with high Autonomy, as indicated by the results of the present
study, System I and II teachers may be trained to create environments with high
Autonomy, even though that may not be their natural inclination. Similarly,
System III teachers may be trained to foster environments with a high degree
of structure and System II teachers to foster environments with high Morale,
even though the present study indicates they will more often rate lower in these
characteristics than teachers with other systems.
Joyce’s approach emphasizes a combination of theoretical and clinical
training, and field experience to help student teachers to be able to utilize a
variety of teaching skills and employ a number of different models of teaching
with equal effectiveness. The Hunt approach involves diagnosing teacher-
trainee conceptual levels and then matching the trainees with the types of
training situations which appear most likely to increase their teaching
flexibility. The findings of the present investigation provide additional evidence
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to support the efforts of both Joyce and Hunt,
As indicated in Chapters I and II, however, both Joyce and Hunt focus
on teaching style and devote less attention to other aspects of the classroom
environment. The conception and measurement of environment in the present
study included inter-student behavior as well as teacher behavior. To create
different environments, teachers must not only be trained in different
presentation styles but in the complexities of grouping children within a class,
flexible scheduling within their own classrooms, and other ways of individualizing
instruction within that classroom. Given this training, a teacher may be able
to provide greater opportunities for System III children to work in groups, while
System IV children engage in independent study. System I children work in
structured situations, and so forth. Similar training is needed for administrators
so that they can help design school-wide and system-wide programs for the
same purposes.
Although the third hypothesis in the present study was not supported,
there were higher scores for total positive responses on the ESES across the
classrooms of System IV teachers than across the classrooms of System I, II,
or III teachers. This finding provides some additional support for the hypo-
thesis of Hunt and Joyce (1967, p. 254) that System IV teachers are more likely
to be adaptable in teaching style and thus able to meet the needs of more learners.
In a similar vein, Joyce recently reported (Joyce, et al. , 1972) that while
teachers in all conceptual systems could be trained in the varied models of
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teaching, teachers with higher conceptual levels were most efficient in over-all
practicing of the models. More specifically, Joyce indicated that the Hunt
Conceptual System Test was the only personality measure used that related to
performance in practicing the different teaching models. Thus, he wrote (p. 56):
Overall Model Efficiency was correlated with
conceptual level (CL) (r=.420) which supports the
prediction one would make from Conceptual Systems
theory - that conceptual flexibility would not facilitate
one model, but would be related to the overall ability
to shift styles and carry out a range of models.
Taken together, the findings of the present study and those of Joyce
have a number of possible implications. Since higher conceptual level teachers
appear to be both easiest to train and most flexible in the classroom, teacher
training institutions, in most cases faced with more applicants than either places
or available jobs, could give preference to applicants with higher conceptual
levels, all other important characteristics being equal . Another possibility
would be to place some emphasis on moving individual trainees toward higher
conceptual levels. Both Harvey (1970b, pp, 81-92) and Hunt (1971) have
provided limited evidence to indicate that this is possible.
Given the considerable evidence that a variety of teacher characteristics
are related to quality teaching, and given the lack of conclusive evidence that
any one characteristic is most important, the latter approach, coupled with the
recommendations made earlier in this section, appear to be most advisable at
this time. This requires, however, that those invested with responsibility for
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educator training devote far more attention to classroom environment, conceptual
systems, and teacher-student matching than is generally the case at the present
time.
Implications for School Improvement
.
Changes in teacher and administrator
training will ultimately lead to changes behind classroom doors. There are,
however, aspects of schooling which are not likely to be changed solely through
reform in pre-service educator training. Teacher selection and placement,
curriculum development within the school, student and teacher matching, and
the use of student perceptions in diagnosis and evaluation, all fall outside the
general realm of training institutions and within the domain of the few admini-
strators and teaehers responsible for major deeision making within the institution.
The present study has implieations for eaeh of these aspeets of schooling.
System III teachers have classrooms with significantly higher Autonomy,
those of System I have significantly less Autonomy, and those of System II signifi-
cantly lower Morale, The classrooms of System IV teachers have the highest
number of total positive responses across environment variables. These findings
have definite implications for teacher selection and teacher placement. De-
pending on the missions and objectives of the school, a priority could be placed
on hiring those teachers who appear most likely to foster the type of classroom
environment desired by the school. Thus, for example, the school which wishes
to create more open environment classrooms or to implement integrated day
programs may wish to place a priority on hiring System III or System IV
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teachers, ones who seem most likely to help create and/or perpetuate environ-
ments with high Autonomy. It appears unlikely that most System I teachers
would be as likely to do so. The school which wishes teachers to function with
equal effectiveness in a wide variety of educational environments might wisely
consider hiring more System IV teachers.
Teacher assignments within the institution could be looked at similarly.
The school which is in the process of changing in the direction of increased
Autonomy for children could place the greatest responsibility for the first open
classrooms in the hands of those teachers who are likely to be most inclined
to foster classroom environments high in Autonomy. Teachers’ conceptual
systems appear to be one of the characteristics l&ely to predict such inclinations.
On the other hand, to assign a teacher who is clearly System I to implement
open education without considerable supporting evidence from other sources
or an effective training program would be foolish.
One alternative to the use of conceptual systems of teachers for selection
or placement purposes would be to implement the type of teacher and admini-
strator education program outlined earlier in this chapter on an in-service
basis. Thus, teachers and administrators within the school would be trained
to use different skills and styles, alter classroom environments, diagnose
student conceptual systems, and so forth.
The variations among students in conceptual system (see p. 97)
suggests additional implications related to curriculum. The child who scores
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high6st in N6Gd for Structuro (Systom. I) and the student who scores highest in
Independence (System IV) differ in needs and in preferred learning style. To
meet these different needs and preferences, and to facilitate optimal affective
and cognitive development for each child, different objectives, learning opportu-
nities, and means of evaluation should be provided. This is not to suggest that
conceptual system differences should be the sole or even the major criteria for
determining differences between children, but the evidence suggests that it
should be an important criteria. More importantly, the findings of the present
investigation provide further evidence that individual differences among children
should be matched by differences in the environments provided for children.
The answer lies in creating schools and classrooms which are more
pluralistic. The type of pluralistic curriculum suggested by Joyce presents
one alternative; Fantini and Weinstein (1968) have presented another. The
specifie alternative chosen is less important, however, than the development
and/or the adoption by the school and by individual teachers of curriculum which
will create pluralistic environments to meet the diverse needs of individual
children. In such environments System I children could work within highly
structured situations, with clearly delineated objectives, frequent feedback
concerning their progress, and with gradual exposure to less structured
learning situations. System III children could spend greater time in group
learning opportunities, and System IV children engage in more independent
study, working towards objectives which they have helped delineate.
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Additioricil implicjitions 3.r6 found in rolQ-tion to tho mutching of students
and teachers. The finding that students whose conceptual systems are similar
to their teacher’s perceived the classroom environment far more positively than
students who were dissimilar suggests that greater attention should be given
to the careful matching of students and teachers. The assignment of students
to classes rarely includes an examination of teacher and student characteristics
and needs. It should. Student perceptions of the environment are likely to
help determine their attitudes and behavioro This in turn will influence their
achievement. Thus, the conceptual system match or mismatch, which is
significantly related to these perceptions, must be given careful consideration.
This does not necessarily mean that System I students should always be matched
with System I teachers. Although that might be advisable where the most
positive student perceptions appear likely to promote achievement, it would be
less advisable where dissonance between teacher and student systems would
most likely promote achievement (see Hunt, 1970), In either case, however,
the conceptual systems of teachers and students would be considered in
malting the decision.
Finally, this study provides additional evidence that student perceptions
can serve to effectively measure environmental variables that exist and
differentiate among elementary school classrooms. If, indeed, schools are
primarily for children and if children’s perception of their environment help
determine their behavior, instruments such as the ESES should bo used by
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teachers and administrators to create objectives and learning opportunities
using the learner as the data source, and to continually assess the way in which
the environment has been altered by changes in objectives and learning opportuni~
ties. Thus, for example, where a classroom scores low in Involvement, new
objectives and learning opportunities could be designed by the teacher to increase
Involvement, with the second administration of the instrument used to assess
whether Involvement has increased.
Implications for Further Research
.
The implications for further research fall
into three categories: research specifically related to classroom educational
environment, research concerning conceptual systems, and research into the
relationship between conceptual systems and classroom educational environment.
1. Classroom Educational Environment. - Earlier studies by Sinclair
(1968), Sadlcer (1971), Bender (1971), and McKay (1971) provided evidence of
the value of the ESES in measuring environmental variables that exist and
differentiate among schools. The present adaptation has provided similar
evidence with regard to classroom environmental variables. At the same time,
the factor analysis, reliability check and distribution of scores raise questions
about the validity and reliability of some of the variables and suggest the need
for further refinement. Although Involvement, Autonomy, and Morale appear
to be relatively strong, the variables of Humanism, Equity, and Resources
need improvement.
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One fruitful approach to refining the instrument would be to select only
those items which have consistently been shown to be pertinent to their
respective dimensions, to generate a large number of new items which appear
likely to measure each dimension, and to possibly construct additional variables.
The sampling would be repeated with a larger number of classrooms, national in
scope, if possible. This analysis would either exclude the weak variable of
Humanism or would divide it into three new variables based on its apparent
components: humanism, the humanities, and propriety. Using a number of
checks of reliability and validity, including a factor analysis, the result would
be the development of a strengthened instrument, with an increased number of
items for each variable. Further field testing could then be used to determine
those items which factor most strongly to their respective dimensions; all other
items w'ould be eliminated. The final instrument would contain an even number
of items for each variable, each one heavily weighted for that variable.
The present study provided valuable information concerning the relation-
ship between classroom educational environment and two other variables,
teacher and student conceptual systems. Further studies inquiring into the
relationship between environment and other classroom variables may prove
beneficial. The relationship of classroom educational environment to subject
matter has been given some attention by Anderson and Walberg on a secondary
school level but has been virtually untouched on the elementary school level.
The relationship between classroom environment and affective education
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remains relatively unexplored. Curriculum being developed by the Center for
Humanistic Education at the University of Massachusetts and by the DRICE
project at the University of California at Santa Barbara is designed to increase
emphasis on the affective characteristics of learners. Useful studies could
involve an assessment of changes in classroom environments following the
introduction of this curriculum. Does children's sense of Involvement increase
or decrease? What happens to classroom Morale? Does Autonomy change ?
The answers to these and similar questions would help provide these educators
with some measure of the extent to which they were attaining their desired ends.
Another fruitful area for further research would be further investigation
of the relationship between specific environmental variables and student achieve-
ment and intelligence. The relationships described in Chapter II of the present
study were largely deduced from earlier studies such as those of Wolf and Dave,
but they have not been empirically tested. Both simultaneous and follow-up
data are needed on the achievement and intelligence scores of students completing
the ESES. Such data could, for example, indicate whether there is a positive
relationship between students' sense of Involvement and high achievement
scores.
The present study provides additional evidence of the value of using
student perceptions of the educational environment and also complements the
earlier work by Hunt, Joyce, and Harvey which employed perceptions of the
environment by outside observers in studying the relationship of classroom
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environment to conceptual systems. There is a need, however, to bring both
Alpha and Beta press perceptions together in the same study to determine
whether outside observers and students perceive classroom environment variables
such as Involvement, Morale, and Autonomy in similar fashions. This would
provide valuable data concerning similarities and differences which would be
helpful in later studies utilizing Alpha press and/or Beta press feedback,
2, Conceptual Systems.- Further research concerning teacher and
student conceptual systems is also potentially valuable. If the assessment of
j
conceptual systems is to become an integral part of the school process, as is
recommended earlier in this chapter, the instruments need to be both psycho-
metrically sound and easy to score. The TIB test for teachers appears to meet
I
the first criteria, but the need for ’’expert” scorers makes it somewhat im-
practical for use within schools at the present time. One possible answer lies
I in the Conceptual Systems Test developed by Harvey, which is relatively easy
I
to score. This instrument is not effective, however, in measuring either
openness or complexity
,
both of which are needed to identify System IV individuals.
Thus, one valuable piece of research and development would be the refinement
of that instrument to provide a more accurate measure of both of those
eharacteristics,
The results of the present investigation demonstrated that the Student
>
1 Self- Conception Test has concurrent validity and the factor analysis and
i j-eliability check indicated sufficient construct validity and reliability to justify
i
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its use. Also, the test is relatively easy to score. At the same time, the use
of the same item for more than one variable is a questionable procedure and a
number of items also had very low correlations with the factors with which they
were identified. Refinement of this instrument through further research could
include the elimination of some items, the generation of new items, and the
identification of each item with only one variable.
Another possible alternative would be to refine the Hunt Sentence Com-
pletion Test and facilitate the process of scoring it. This instrument provides
a more direct measure of student conceptual systems than does the SSCT.
However, like the TIB it is difficult to score and is therefore impractical for
use within schools.
In a similar vein, research into the relationship between the Harvey and
Hunt approaches to conceptual systems would be extremely valuable. How do
Harvey's four systems and Hunt's three systems relate to each other? How do
individual's scores correlate on the Harvey and the Hunt tests? Which system
provides a more accurate index of teacher behavior? These and other questions
remain to be answered and until they are the decision regarding which measures
to employ will be left largely to research bias or to convenience.
Finally, continued research into the relationship of student-teacher
conceptual system matching to other variables is needed. The present study
showed the value of examining the relationship to student perceptions of the
classroom environment and studies by McLachlan and Tomlinson, described
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in Chapter II, have explored the relationship to student achievement. More
studies are needed, however, concerning the relationship of student-teacher
conceptual system matching to various aspects of student affective and cognitive
growth. In particular, longtitudinal studies are needed to provide data on the
long range effects of such matching.
3. Conceptual Systems and Classroom Educational Environment .- The
present investigation inquired into the relationships between conceptual systems
and classroom educational environment and in so doing found significant differen-
ces in the perceptions of the environment between those students similar to the
teacher in conceptual system and those students dissimilar to the teacher.
Further research into this relationship is needed. Campbell and Stanley (1966)
have suggested that determining relationships between phenomena may serve as
a useful prelude to ejqjerimental research. The significant relationships
suggested by the present study could serve as a starting point for future
experimental research designed to test causal relationships between specific
teacher conceptual systems and the classroom environmental variables of
Autonomy and Morale, Similarly, inquiry into causal relationships between
student-teacher conceptual system matching and mismatching and student per-
ceptions of the classroom environment could be approached through an experi-
mental design in which such matching and mismatching is carefully controlled
by the experimenter.
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The present investigation has additional implications for the design of
such experimental studies. In their research Hunt and Joyce tend to equate
environment with instructional form. It should not be surprising that they disco-
vered relationships between teacher conceptual systems and "environment,"
since we can generally expect one's personality to influence one's behavior. The
present study used a broader definition of environment and placed increased
emphasis on student behavior within the classroom. The findings of relationships
between teacher conceptual systems and the classroom environment thus take
on increased power. Therefore, it is recommended that the experimental
studies utilize a definition of classroom environment similar to the one used in
the present study and instrumentation which measures environment in accord-
ance with the definition. Additionally, it is recommended that both Alpha press
and Beta press assessment be used to provide as broad a perspective as possible
in measuring the environment.
There was no attempt in the present study to inquire into the relationship
between student conceptual systems and the classroom educational environment.
One teacher, interviewed after completing the TIB test, indicated that his class
had been together as a group for four years and had "brought their environment
with them. " Whether true or not, his comments serve as a reminder that
students may play a major role in shaping the classroom environment and may
also influence teacher behavior. Too often the assumption is made that the
teacher is the one who determines the classroom environment; the role of the
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student is neglected. Inquiry into the relationship between student characteristics,
such as conceptual systems, and the classroom environment is needed.
A replication of the present study is another possible path of future
inquiry. The present study was delimited by sample size, geograpliic location,
and the absence of an inner-city sample. In addition, some weaknesses were
discovered in two of the instruments. A follow-up study with a larger sample,
national in scope, the inclusion of inner-city populations, and refined editions
of the ESES and SSCT, could provide additional useful data.
Finally, this study began with the assumption that to make schools better
for children we must give major attention to developing multi-faceted educational
environments designed to meet the diverse needs of individual learners. It was
further assumed that to develop these environments and to match students,
teachers, and environments requires continued inquiry into the relationship
between teacher characteristics, student characteristics, and classroom
educational environments. It is hoped that the present investigation has made
some contribution to the development of these environments and has provided
data that will be useful to teachers and administrators in their efforts to meet
the needs of the individual learners for whom they are responsible. Further,
it is hoped that this study will stimulate other researchers to engage in the type
of inquiry which is vitally needed to provide greater understanding of teachers,
learners, and environments, and of the relationships between them.
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APPENDIX A1
GROUPING OF ESES ITEMS BY FACTORS
I. Involvement
11. Students do not pay much attention to classroom rules and
regulations. (False)
25. Most students in this classroom take a lot of care about their
schoolwork. (True)
35. The teacher is too busy to talk to students about their problems
or to give them extra help, (False)
37. Students in this classroom sometimes make plans to do something
bad to the school. (False)
41. This classroom seems to be an unfriendly place. (False)
48, The teacher in this classroom cares about the problems that
students are having. (True)
II. Humanism
16, The teacher in this classroom tries extra hard to help students,
(True)
18, Most students in this class are not interested in such things as
poetry, music, or painting. (False)
22. Students in this classroom often interrupt while someone else
is talking. (False)
23. This class teaches students to be polite. (True)
26, Students in this classroom have many cliances to help other
students. (True)
33. The teacher does not talk to students about concerts, plays
and museums. (False)
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III. Autonomy
10. Students almost always wait to be called on before speaking in
this classroom, (False)
12. Students often tell the teacher what they would like to study.
(True)
19. Students often work in small groups of about three or four
students without the teacher. (True)
32. Students in this classroom do not work on projects by them-
selves. (False)
40. Most students in this class do not like to get into any kind of
argument. (False)
47. The teacher in this classroom watches the students closely
when they work to make sure there are no mistakes. (False)
IV. Morale
17. The teacher in this classroom is unfriendly. (False)
24. Many students in this classroom help each other with their
classwork. (True)
29. Many of the students in this classroom say that they do not
like the rules made by the teacher. (False)
34. Many students in this classroom get into trouble with the
teacher. (False)
43. Many of the students in this class are unhappy about the class.
(False)
44. The students in this classroom feel like they are one big
family. (True)
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V. Equity
20. One way to get good grades in this classroom is to be nice
to the teacher. (False)
30. Students in this classroom know when they can get away with
doing something wrong. (False)
36. It is difficult for students in this classroom to get the teacher
to like them. (True)
39. The teacher in this classroom usually checks to make sure
that students finish their school work. (True)
46. When students do something wrong in this classroom, they
usually get caught, (True)
50. Students in this classroom will have it easier if the teacher
knows them well. (False)
VI, Resources
13. Students may take books or other materials from the shelves
without the permission of the teacher. (True)
28. This classroom has very few exhibits and pictures for students
to look at. (False)
38. Students in this classroom often take field trips to interesting
places. (True)
42. In this classroom students have many chances to listen to
music. (True)
45. Sometimes students in this classroom watch lessons on
television. (True)
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APPENDIX A2
GROUPING OF SSCT ITEMS BY FACTORS
I. Need for Structure
8. When the class is noisy it bothers me. (True)
9. Sometimes I get mad at my teacher. (False)
14. I like to be told exactly what work to do and how to
do it. (True)
18, It's O. K. if other children talk to me or hang around when
I'm working. (False)
19. I get along well with my teachers most of the time. (True)
23. I like to work by myself. (True)
II. Hostility
9. Sometimes I get mad at my teacher. (True)
12. I feel bad when other children get mad at me. (False)
16. If I could I'd fight with lots of people. (True)
19, I get along well with my teachers most of the time. (False)
20. I like it when I can do things my own way. (True)
22. I'd like to fight anybody who tries to push me around. (True)
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III. Sociability
10. I get along with the other children in my class. (True)
11. I like to have lots of friends. (True)
12. I feel bad when other children get mad at me. (True)
13. I like to work with other children. (True)
16. If I could I'd fight with lots of people. (False)
19. I get along well with my teachers most of the time. (True)
21. I like almost everybody in my class. (True)
24. Most children are fun to play with. (True)
IV. Independence
8. When the class is noisy it bothers me. (False)
12. I feel bad when other children get mad at me. (False)
14. I like to be told exactly what work to do and how to do
it, (False)
17. If I'm not sure what we are doing in our school work it
makes me feel scared or worried. (False)
18. It's O. K. if other children talk to me or hang around
when I'm working, (True)
APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRE BOOKLETS
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appendix B1
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY (Classroom Edition)
Instructions to the Students
We are interested in your ideas about your classroom. You know a lot
about the classroom because you spend a good part of your time in school
working and learning there. We are asking you to be a reporter and tell your
thoughts about your classroom.
Please understand that this is not a test, and there are no right or wrong
answers. In fact, we do not even ask your name. We simply want your honest
ideas about your class. Thank you for helping us.
Please read each item carefully and answer in terms of how well the
statement describes your classroom. Please mark your responses to each item
clearly on the answer sheet provided. Use pencil only. Erase completely to
change answers.
Marking Answers to Biographical Information (Use items 1-8 on the answer sheet)
1-3. Fill in the school number as directed by the proctor.
4-5, Fill in the class number as directed by the proctor.
6. Sex: Girl: 1
Boy : 2
7. Grade: Fifth: 1
Sixth: 2
Ungraded: 3
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8. Please indicate how long you have been in this class.
Since school began in September: 1
I entered the class after September but before January: 2
I entered the class after January: 3
Marking Answers to Sentences
There are forty-two sentences about classrooms in this booklet. You are
to mark each sentence TRUE or FALSE. When you think a sentence correctly
describes your classroom mark that sentence TRUE by filling in space number
1 on the answer sheet. In other words, blacken in space number 1 if you think
the sentence tells the way things usually are in your classroom, what happens
or might happen there, or the way people usually act or feel.
Fill in space number 2 on the answer sheet if the sentence is FALSE,
or is not the way things usually are in your classroom, is not what happens or
might happen there, or is not the way people usually act or feel.
The following sample shows how to mark a sentence:
Sample sentence:
1 2 3 4 5
Homework in this class is very easy. ^ D D D D
In this example the student marked box number 1 on the answer sheet
to show that homework in this class is very easy. In other words, the student
reported that the sentence was TRUE.
Now you are ready to mark each of the forty-two sentences in the booklet.
It is important to remember that the sentences are about your classroom.
163
Think about each sentence carefully and answer as honestly as you can.
Take your time and mark only one space for each sentence. Make sure all
sentences are marked.
Find sentence 9 below and space number 9 on the answer sheet and
begin.
9.
Students in this classroom are very quick to tell the teacher about
things that should be changed.
10. Students almost always wait to be called on before speaking in
this classroom.
11. Students do not pay much attention to classroom rules and regulations,
12. Students often tell the teacher what they would like to study,
13. Students may take books or other materials from the shelves
without the permission of the teacher.
14. Students do not get any special favors in this classroom.
15. Many students like to stay around after the class is over.
16. The teacher in this classroom tries extra hard to help students.
17. The teacher in this classroom is unfriendly.
18. Most students in this class are not interested in such things
as poetry, music, or painting.
19. Students often work in small groups of about three or four
students without the teacher.
20. One way to get good grades in this classroom is to be nice to
the teacher.
21. Students loiow who the most important people are in this classroom.
Turn to the next page please
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22. Students in this classroom often interrupt while someone else
is talking.
23. This class teaches students to be polite.
24. Many students in this classroom help each other with their
classwork.
25. Most students in this classroom take a lot of care about their
school work.
26. Students in this classroom have many chances to help other
students.
27. The teacher seldom takes this class to the library so that
students can look up information.
28. This classroom has very few exhibits and pictures for students
to look at.
29. Many of the students in this classroom say that they do not like
the rules made by the teacher.
30. Students in this classroom know when they can get away with
doing something wrong.
31. Many students in this class do not behave while they are on the
playground.
32. Students in this classroom do not work on projects by themselves.
33. The teacher does not talk to students about concerts, plays
and museums.
34. Many students in this classroom get into trouble with the teacher.
35. The teacher is too busy to talk to students about their problems
or to give them extra help,
36. It is difficult for students in this classroom to get the teacher
to like them.
Turn to the next page please
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37
.
38
.
39
.
40
.
41
.
42
.
43
.
44
.
45
.
46
.
47
.
48
.
49
.
50
.
i
i
Students in this classroom sometimes make plans to do something
bad to the school.
Students in this classroom often take field trips to interesting
places.
The teacher in this classroom usually checks to make sure that
students finish their school work.
Most students in this class do not like to get into any kind of
argument.
This classroom seems to be an unfriendly place.
In this classroom students have many chances to listen to music.
Many of the students in this class are unhappy about the class.
The students in this classroom feel like they are one big family.
Sometimes students in this classroom watch lessons on television.
When students do something wrong in this classroom, they
usually get caught.
The teacher in this classroom watches the students closely when
they work to make sure there are no mistakes.
The teacher in this classroom cares about the problems that
students are having.
If students are unhappy in this class, the teacher will call their
parents.
Students in this classroom will have it easier if the teacher
knows them well.
END
THANK YOU
(
APPENDIX B2
THIS I BELIEVE TEST
(Form TIB-71)
Name
School Number
Teacher Number
(Copyright 1971, O. J. Harvey)
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INSTRUCTIONS
In the following pages you will be asked to write your opinions or beliefs about
several topics. Please write at least two (2) sentences about each topic.
You will be timed on each topic at a pace that will make it necessary for you
to work rapidly.
Be sure to write what you genuinely believe.
You must write on the topics in the order of their appearance. Wait to turn each
page until the experimenter gives you the signal. And once you have turned a
page, do not turn back to it.
PLEASE DO NOT OPEN THIS BOOKLET UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO
BEGIN.
This I believe about the American way of life.
This I believe about religion.
This I believe about people.
This I believe about law and order.
This I believe about life after death.
This I believe about marriage.
This I believe about guns.
This I believe about friendship.
This I believe about abortion.
This I believe about legalizing marijuana.
APPENDIX B3
STUDENT SELF-CONCEPTION TEST
Instructions for Students
We are interested in how you think, feel, and act in school. Please
understand that this is not a test, and there are no right or wrong answers. In
fact, we do not even ask your name. We simply want your honest ideas.
The items in this questionnaire describe different ways students may
think, feel, or act. Please read each item carefully and answer in terms of
how well the statement describes your thoughts, feelings, and actions. Please
mark your response to each item clearly on the answer sheet. Use pencil only.
Erase completely to change answers.
Marking Answers to Biographical Information (Use items 1-7 on the answer sheet)
1-3. Fill in the school number as directed by the proctor.
4-5, Fill in the class number as directed by the proctor.
6. Sex: Girl; 1
Boy ; 2
7. Grade: Fifth: 1
Sixth: 2
Ungraded: 3
Marking Answers to Sentences
There are eighteen sentences in this booklet. You are to mark each
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sentence TRUE or FALSE.
When you thinli that a sentence correctly describes your thoughts,
feelings, or actions mark that sentence TRUE in space number 1 on your answer
sheet.
Fill in space number 2 on the answer sheet if the sentence is FALSE or
is not the way you think, feel, or act.
The following sample shows how to mark a sentence:
Sample sentence:
1 2 3 4 5
I get along well with my teachers, i D
In this example the student marked box number 1 on the answer sheet
to show that the student gets along well with his or her teachers. In
other words, the student thought the sentence was TRUE.
Now you are ready to mark each of the eighteen sentences in the booklet.
,
Think about each sentence carefully and answer as honestly as you can.
Take your time and mark only one space for each sentence. Make sure all
sentences are marked.
Find sentence 8 below and space number 8 on the answer sheet and
begin,
8, When the class is noisy it bothers me,
9. Sometimes I get mad at my teacher,
10, I get along with the other children in my class.
11, 1 like to have lots of friends.
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12. I feel bad when other children get mad at me.
13. I like to work with other children.
14. I like to be told exactly what work to do and how to do it.
15. I like to find out more by myself about our school work.
16. If I could I’d fight with lots of people.
17. If I’m not sure about what we are doing in our school work
if makes me feel scared or worried.
18. It's O.K. if other children talk to me or hang around when I’m
working.
19. I get along well with my teachers most of the time.
20. I like it when I can do things my own way.
21. I like almost everybody in my class.
22. I'd like to fight anybody who tries to push me around.
23. I like to work by myself,
24. Most children are fun to play with.
25. Other children pick on me a lot.
THE END
THANK YOU
APPENDIX C
DISTRIBUTION OF CLASSROOM SCORES ON
EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT VARIABLES
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED CLASSROOM SCORES
FOR THE ENATRONIMENT VARIABLE OF INVOLVEMENT
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Standardized Classroom Scores for Involvement
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED CK^SSROOM SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONIVIENT VARIABLE OF HUI\IANISr^I
18
Standardized Classroom Scores for Humanism
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DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED CLASSROOM SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARL\BLE OF AUTONOMY
z-score interval
Standardized Classroom Scores for Autonomy
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED CLASSROOIVI SCORES
FOR THE ENMRONMENT VARIABLE OF MORALE
Standardized Classroom Scores for Morale
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DISTRIBUTION OF STAND.ABDIZED CLASSROOM SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF EQUITY
Standardized Classroom Scores for Equity
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED CLASSROOM SCORES
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT VARIABLE OF RESOURCES
• Standardized Classroom Scores for Resources
DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARDIZED CLASSROOM SCORES
FOR TOTAL POSITIVE RESPONSES ON THE ESES
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z-score interval
Standardized Classroom Scores for Total Positive
Responses on the ESES


